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October 17, 1969 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 



Subject: Israel's Nuclear Program 



Ambassador Rabin called on me October 15 to 
deliver his government's responses to the three 
requests I put to hira on July 29 with respect to 
Israeli nuclear program. As you will recall/ 
those requests were for (a) a report on the results 
of the Israel Government's study of the NPT question , 
(b) an assurance that when Israel says it will not 
introduce nuclear weapons it means it will not 
possess such weapons, and (c) an assurance that 
Israel will not produce or deploy the Jericho 
strategic missile. A full record of my October 15 
meeting with Ambassador Rabin is enclosed. 

Israel* s reply with respect to the NPT says in 
effect that this question is on ice until after the 
forthcoming Israeli elections. Israel's reply on 
what "introduction" of nuclear weapons means is not 
directly responsive to our request, but we will need 
to examine its nuances carefully to determine whether 
it in fact represents any advance toward the kind of 
assurance we seek. The reply with respect to the 
Jericho missile, in saying that there will be no 
operational deployment for at least three years, is 
in effect confirmation of Israel's present intentions 
ultimately to deploy such missiles. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Memorandum of Conversation 

DATE.October 15, 1969 



subject: Israeli Nuclear Programs 



participants: Lt . General Yitzhak Rabin; Ambassador of Israel 
Shlomo Argov, Minister, Embassy of Israel 
Moshe Raviv, Counselor, Embassy of Israel 

The Under Secretary 

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Country Director, Israel and 

Arab-Israel Affairs 

Ambassador Rabin said he had been instructed to reply as follows to 
the three questions put to him by the Under Secretary on July 29, 
1969 ; 

1. The Government of Israel is in no position to make further 
clarifications about the NPT until a new government will be formed 
after the elections. The new government will continue to study this 
problem, bearing in mind its importance as expressed by the President 
during his talk with the Prime Minister. 

2. It is the view of the Government of Israel that introduction 
means the transformation from a non-nuclear weapon country into a 
nuclear weapon country, 

3. As a result of the French embargo and other factors there 
will be no operational deployment of missiles in Israel for at least 
three years from now* 

Ambassador Rabin elaborated on the foregoing only to the extent of 
noting that the response in paragraph 2 conformed to the language 
used in the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. 

The Under Secretary thanked Ambassador Rabin and said that the Govern- 
ment of Israel's reply was both responsive and succinct. He would 
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not attempt to comment in detail at this time. By way of pre- 
liminary observations, the Under Secretary noted that the Israeli 
response to the first question was self-explanatory; we might wish 
to pursue this point further after formation of the nex* Israeli 
Government following elections. With respect to the response to 
the question about "introduction" of nuclear weapons, the Under 
Secretary said we would want to consider its implications carefully. 
The response about deployment of the Jericho missile was helpful 
in providing an understanding of the facts of the situation in 
this period of particular tension in the area. 
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yp SECRET 

Dear Mel: 

I have your letter of March 17 and Dave Packard's 
of March 14 regarding the Israeli nuclear weapons 
problem. 

We are inclined to doubt that the acquisition of 
the second CDC 6400 would significantly affect the time 
span for completion of the design phase for a nuclear 
weapon , or materially influence the capability of the 
Israelis to acquire such a weapon. However, there is 
enough of a difference of view about the facts of this 
matter to indicate that it should be studied further 
before making a final decision, 

I suggest, therefore, that there be an urgent inter- 
agency review where all information on the facts which 
are available to the agencies concerned can be considered 
in order to facilitate an evaluation of the significance 
of any added computers for Israel at this phase of its 
nuclear program. Such a review might be carried out on 
an urgent basis within the ACEP structure, 

I agree with Dave's idea that the present procedures 
for clearance of sensitive export items related to nuclear 
weapons and strategic delivery systems should be reexamined. 
We are currently preparing a proposal for a complete 
redraft of NSAM 294, the drawing up of more comprehensive 
guidelines covering critical countries and items, and the 
establishment of a mechanism to see that the policy is 
effectively implemented. Alex Johnson 9 s office has been 



The Honorable 

Melvin Laird, 

Secretary of Defense. 
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In touch with Defense on this question, and we plan to 
suggest that the problem be considered by the Inter- 
departmental Political/Military Group within the very 
near future, 

I certainly share your view on the seriousness 
of the problem which would be created for the United States 
by introduction of nuclear weapons into the Middle East, 
I have asked Elliot Richardson to have this item placed 
on the agenda for early discussion by the Under Secretaries 
Committee. 



Sincerely, 




cc: 



Secretary of Commerce 
Assistant to the President for 



National Security Affairs 
Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
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In touch with Defense on this question, and we plan to 
suggest that the problem be considered by the Inter- 
departmental Political/Military Group within the very 
near future • 

I certainly share your view on the seriousness 
of the problem which would be created for the United States 
by introduction of nuclear weapons into the Middle East. 
I have asked Elliot Richardson to have this item placed 
on the agenda for early discussion by the Under Secretaries 
Committee, 
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Sincerely, 

William P. Ro/rs 



cc: 

Secretary of Commerce 
Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs 
Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
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April 11, 1969 



National Secur i ty Study Memorandum No. 40 



TO: 




The, Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 

The Director of Central Intelligence ^P 8 * 1 * 1 ±set has bs§S c 



I,: 



SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program 



The President has directed the preparation of a policy study on the 
Israeli nuclear weapons program. 

As a background for this study, a thorough intelligence: study should 
be provided, describing our best estimate of the current state and 
future prospects of the Israeli program. The intelligence estimate 
should be provided on a selected basis to the named individuals of the 
Ad Hoc Committee of the Review Group and of the National Security 
Council listed below. 

The policy should (a) discuss as specifically as possible the implications 
of Israel's nuclear weapons program for U. S. objectives in the Middle 
Cast, in arms limitation and in non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
and (b) describe the principal policy alternatives for the U.S. and the 
full range of possible U.S. actions in the situations we arc most likely 
to face. Fox instance, the paper might consider alternatives (&) in the 
present situation, (b) in a situation where Israel is known by us but not 
by the Arabs to have completed a nuclear device, l and (c) in a situation 
where Israel is known by us and by the Arabs to be ready to deploy 
nuclear weapons. After analyzing alternatives, the paper may state a 
viewpoint on a preferred coarse. 

The President has directed that this study be prepared by an Ad Hoc 
Group chaired by a representative of the Secretary of State and including 
representatives of the Se cretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint- 
Chiefs of Staff, the Director of Central Intelligence and the Assistant to 
the President for National Security Affairs. 

The paper should be submitted by April 25, 1969, to an Ad Hoc CommiUce 
of t he NSC Rev iew Group comprised of Elliot L. Richardson/ ijiuTcr'lShci'c- 
tary of State; David Packard, Deputy Secretary of Defense; Richard Helms, 
Director of Central Intelligence; General Earlc G. Wheeler, Chairman* 
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, and chaired by the Assistant to th e President for 
National Security Affairs, The special commi.ttee of the National 
Security uouncil will be comprised of the Secretary pf State, the Secre- 
tary of Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence and the Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs. 




cc: The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 2030) 
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1 5 APR 1369 



In reply refer to 
1-4173/69 



MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: National Security Study Memorandum #kO 



Mr* Harry H» Schwartz, DASD/NESA, is designated as representative of 
the Secretary of Defense on the Ad Hoc Group described in paragraph 
k of subject memorandum. 
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May 30, 1969 
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TO: The Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs 
The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
The Director of CIA 
The Chairman*, Joint Chiefs of Staff 



SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program - NSSM 40- 



Herewith are a memorandum of issues raised in 
the Ad Hoc Group preparing a study of Israel v s 
nuclear weapons program and the basic study* * • 




Enclosures: 



1« Memorandum of issues 
2. Basic study 
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NATIONAL* SECURITY STUDY MEMORANDUM NO. 40 



TO : NSC - Dr. Kissinger- 

U •< The Acting Secretary 

FROM * NEA - Rodger P. Davies 

SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program 
and Courses of Action 



- Issues 



m 

d 
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TO 
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Attached there is a policy study on the Israeli 
nuclear weapons program as requested in NSSM 40. 

The following major issues emerged during meetings 
of the Ad Hoc Group. . % 

1. Israel 1 8 Nuclear Capabilities and Intentions 




We know that Israel is in this 
process of deploying a mldlear-capable surface-to-surface 
missile system (range of about 300 miles}; there is cir- 
cumstantial evidence indicating Israel has acquired 
fissionable material; there are unconfirmed rep orts that 
Israel has begun to construct nuclear weapons. 



Department of S.tflte representatives belie ve 



m ore evi dence is necessary 
1 and that Israel [ 



is av/are that actual production and deployment 
of nuclear weapons could place severe strains on US- 
Israel relations, • 
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. 2". Israel's Assurances on Nuclear Weapons and Relation 
to Deliverylsf F-4 w Phantom i n\xr craft to Israel 
• • * • 

Quite aside from the question of whether thfe U.S. . 
should impose or threaten to impose this sanction in an . 
attempt to limit Israel Vs nuclear weapons program/ we 
must face the sensitive issue of carrying forward on 
deliveries I * I 



Providing an a ircraft which could serve 



as a nuclear delivery system 



and publicly. 



might have to be defended in Congress 



Israel has committed to us that it will not be "the 
. first to introduce nuclear weapons Into the area"/ 
but there, are grounds for believing that Israel does not 
construe production of a weapon to constitute "introduction." 
During negotiations in November/ .1968 for the sale of 
the "Phantom" F-4. aircraft to Israel/ Ambassador Rabin 
expressed the view that introduction would require testing. 
. and making public the fact of possession of a nuclear 
. weapon. In accepting as condition for the sale Israel's 
reaffirmation that it would not be the first to introduce 
nuclear weapons in the Middle East and agreement that it 
would not use any aircraft supplied by the United States 
as a nuclear weapons carrier/ pur reply stated: 

In this connection, I have made clear the position 
of the United States Government that the physical possession 
and control of nuclear arms by a Middle Bast power 
would be deemed to constitute the introduction of 
nuclear weapons . 

Inasmuch as our reply also made clear that we 
consider that "unusual and compelling circumstances" re- 
quiring cancellation of the F-4 agreement would exist in 
the event of "action inconsistent with your policy and 
agreement as set forth in your letter/" the door was left 
open to suspend or cancel the deliveries of the aircraft 
if Israel by our definition "introduced" nuclear weapons 
into the area. 
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3; Will •Raising this Issue with' Israel fro*; 'Complement 
or Undercut ou r Diplomatic effort to Achieve an 
. Arab-Israel peace. Settlement ? 

Since we are already having a crisis of confidence 
. with 'Israel over our peace efforts , will the renewal of 
the dialogue on the nuclear issue cause the Israelis to dig 
in", even harder on their peace terms? It can be argued that 
the nuclear issue is overriding an<3 that in any event a 
settlement is unlikely. On the other hand, progress 
toward peace would probably be the single most decisive 
factor making the nuclear issue easier to handle. 

• ■ 

In defining options, the NSSM 40 study covers a 
range of pressures that the U.S. might apply to Israel — for 
any purpose. If we choose to use the maximum option on 

. the nuclear issue, we may not have the necessary leverage 

^KFt^SF^eXp^ We are 

.proceeding with our bilateral exchanges with the Soviets 
on the nature of a settlement with the expectation that 
Israel will find the outcome difficult but not impossible 
to accept and that some pressure will be necessary to bring 
Israel into line. If there is a real possibility that 

.pressure will be needed, these would not differ substantially 
from those in the study. Use of leverage on the NPT/nuclear 
issue may seriously detract from our capability to influence 
Israel on the settlement issue. .'On the other hand, if we 
decide to defer using pressure on the nuclear question so 
as to preserve leverage on a possible peace settlement, 
we must ask how long we are prepared to do this in the 
face of Israel's rapidly advancing program, and the ' 

.knowledge that,, the longer we put off making Israel feel 
the seriousness of our purpose, the harder it will be to 
arrest Israel's program. 

• 4* . Should we Move Directly into a Confrontation with 4 
Israel on the NPT/Nuclear Weapon Issue on the basis 
of Supply of P-4 f s and other pending Arms ; Deliveries 
or Should we Follow a Graduated' Approa"ch Rel ying 
Primarily on Political Suasion but Maintaining the 
flexibility to Move to more Coercive Policies if 
Israel is Unresponsive" 

The Department of State believes that a policy of 
pressure has a fundamental built-in contradiction arid 
involves difficulties for the U.S. that should be carefully 
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examined, A threat to cut off Israeli supply of con- 
ventional arms could build military and psychological 
pressures within Israel to move rapidly to the very 

sophisticated weaponry v/e are trying to avoid. ^Moreover, 

to deny Israel arms needed for its defense would be 
most difficult to justify in the face of continuing Arab 
threats and commando attacks. * Israel would see from the 
outset that v/e would be under considerable pressures not 
to sustain this position and we would have expended much 
leverage and good will needlessly* 

State believes that for the present we should continue 
the course of using political argumentation , leaving 
—implicit and for future decision possible sanctions if 
Israel does not respond to- our initial representations and 
proceeds with its' weapons program. 1 Our actions on the 

[ .5Sclear_issue^ should be timed so as 'to complement or at 

least hot undercut our" diplomatic efforts to achieve a 
peace settlement. Our objective would be Israeli signature 
of the NPT with (a) the tacit. understanding that as long 
as. Israel did not complete manufacture of nuclear explosive 
devices, we would regard this as being within the terms of 

* the Treaty and, (b) a commitment that Israel would negotiate 
m the IAEA safeguards agreement , and (c) an understanding 

that we will support the Israelis in a reasonable inter- 
pretation of Article III consistent with the difference we have 
drawn between maintaining and exercising the option to 
manufacture nuclear explosives, provided' Xirael* assures 
us it will not produce weapons and will consult with us to 
define this concept in detail. 

The Department of Defense (ISA and the Joint Staff) 
believes that pressures can be applied by the threat to 
cut off conventional weapons supply and assurances from 
Israel received with a reasonably good chance (say 75%) 
of avoiding a public confrontation. Important groups in 
Israel surely will want to avoid such a confrontation, and 
the military certainly will not wish to. exchange assured 
conventional weapons supply from this highly preferred 
source for nuclear-armed missiles. Moreover, it will be 
difficult, to put it mildly, for Israel publicly tg 
challenge our position on this issue - for our pbsition 
can be easily and clearly presented as acting in the U.S.-' 

* * ■ • 

» 

1 J/PM differs with this view: see footnote on page 6. 
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interest without jeopardizing Israel's security. (This 
would not be the case if, for example, we attempted to 
withhold arms supplies to achieve Israeli concessions to 
..Arabs; our position would 'be more difficult to defend and 
sustain publicly in that instance.) 

Defense believes that it :is important, if we are. to. 
stop Israel from going ahead with missiles and nuclear j 
weapons, to demonstrate to the Israelis the seriousness 
> of our purpose so that Israel itself can see the desirability 
of avoiding confrontation. Israel will surely not stop 
its long range-nuclear weapons and missile programs unless 
it is made to. feel that the United States is truly prepared 
to jadopt policies which would adversely effect Israel's 
security with respect to more immediate threats. Moreover, 
the speed with which Israel is proceeding dictates that we 
must take steps very soon if we are to stop Israel's nuclear 
and -missile-activity before it is publicly known. 

♦ 

Defense recognizes that we cannot obtain absolute 
guarantees that Israel will forego strategic missiles and 
nuclear weapons over the long-run; we can, however, make 
It more likely that missiles and nuclear weapons will not 
be used by stopping their production now and by creating 
a. political obstacle — the necessity to renounce agreements 
and risk confrontation with the United States — to their 
later use, . • 

5. Should we Attempt to Obtain Israeli Assurances that' 
it will halt its strategic missile as well as 
nuclear weapons program ? 

Defense believes that in addition to signature of the NPT 
and assurances of nuclear weapons restraint, we should seek- 
Israeli assurances that it will not^ produce, further acquire, 
or deploy strategic missiles. They argue that since the 
present Israeli "Jericho" missile is not militarily cost 
effective as a..means of delivering a high explosive .warhead, 
the assumption will be made that they are designed for 
nuclear warheads, and the. practical result may be the 
same whether or not the nuclear weapons actually exist. 

The Department of State, on the other hand, believes • 
that getting the Israelis to abandon their SSM program will 
be very difficult to achieve, given the program's already 



.. . • advanced stage. Trying to obtain assurances on missiles ' 

would therefore seriously compound the difficulty of obtain- 
ing assurances on what must be our main objective — the 
non-production and non-deployment of nuclear weapons. 

; 6. Courses of Action • k . 

A. The Department of State holds the following view: 
* • " 

A dialogue with Israel on the .nuclear questipn 
can and should Be initiated immediately. We believe this; 
•will not affect adversely our current efforts to achieve 
a peace settlement. We should move to reaffirm our oppo- 
sition to proliferation as soon as possible preferably at 
the Ambassadorial level both here and in Jerusalem and 
underscore that the U.S. Government considers it has a firm 

commitnent in this respect from Israel. . We believe strongly 

that we should not at this juncture link this approach to 
a suspension or slowing down of shipments of conventional 
• weapons to Israel.! This possibility should be reviewed 

prior to September in the light of Israel f s response and 

further intelligence on the progress of Israel's program. 

2. At an early occasion a high-ranking U.S. 
official — preferably the Secretary of State or Secretary 
. of Defense — should make a public statement on our global 
i ' non-proliferation objectives and # in particular, our hope 
'that nuclear weapons can be kept out of sensitive areas 
such as the Middle East. Such a statement should note 
Israel's assurances to us that .it* would not be the first 
to introduce nuclear weapons into the area and urge Israel 
to sign the NPT. 



lj/B& 9 while in general agreement with the other formulations 
' .identified as the State position in this paper, differs with 
HEA on this point." — J/PM believes: 

(a) The implications of Israel's possession of 
nuclear weapons are serious enough for OS • . 
interests to warrant reminding the Israelis 

at the outset of the. terms of the Warnke letter, 
and informing them of the possibility that we 
might, not be able to carry through with deliveries 
of the F-4 and other aircraft if Israel pursues its 
weapons prograraj - 
* • « 

(b) Unless this warning is conveyed , the Israelis are not 
likely to pay much attention to our representations. 
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B. The Department of Defense holds the following 
view: * 

1. There should be an early meeting with 
Ambassador Rabin of Israel for the purpose of conveying 
to Israel (a) the seriousness with which the U.S. views 

. Israeli missile and nuclear developments, and (b) specific 
U.S. demands that Israel stop certain of its activities and 
give us assurances to this effect. . j 

2. The assurances we require from Israel are: ■ 
(a) private assurances (with inspection rights) that 
Israel will cease and desist from development or acquisition 
of nuclear weapons and strategic missiles / and (b) public 
assurances in the form of a NPT" signature and ratification. 

3*. We should reiterate , on behalf of this 

Administration/ that the American definition of "intro- 
duction "applies (e.g., the State of Israel will not 
physically _pps^ ^including the 

. components of nuclear weapons that will explode) . 

4. Rabin should be called in by the President/ 
or by the Secretaries of State and Defense. Although the 
negotiations with Israel will be especially difficult/ 
they will be less difficult if our demands for assurances 
• are unequivocal- and made at the hi.ghest level. 



Drafted by: 

State/Defense 5/29/69 
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X. ; ISRAEL'S. NUCLEAR WEAPON INTENTIONS 
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There is no reclusi ve evidence that Israel has fab- 
ricated a .weapon/. 



I Given the impact of this decision on 
U.S. and world opinion, as well as the domestic political 
problem it would pose, this* final step is one we believe 
the Labor Alignment in Israel would like to avoid. The 
fierce, determination to safeguard the Jewish people, how- 
= ever, Bakes it probable that Israel would desire to 

* maintain the ultimate weapon at hand should its security 

X again be seriously threatened. 

Last fall the Departments of State and Defense 
• recommended making the supply of F-4 aircraft contingent 
.upon the halting by Israel of its nuclear weapons and 
missiles program, but President Johnson did not approve 
the recommendations to that effect. He did, however, 
during the F-4 negotiations with Israel/ accomplish at 
least three things: (1) we put Israel on notice that 
the USG is aware of what Israel is doing in the missile 
and nuclear field; (2) we identified a significant dif- 
ference between U.S. and Israeli interpretations of what 
constitutes "introduction" of nuclear weapons. (Israeli 
Ambassador Rabin said that "introduction" would not occur 
until a weapon had been tested and its existence publicly 
known: Assistant Secretary of Defense Warnke made clear 
-that the American definition is that mere possession of 
nuclear weapons constitutes "introduction") ; and (3) we 
deliberately and explicitly left open the possibility that 
this Administration would reconsider the F-4 sale in light 
of Israel's nuclear programs. 



T/NODIS 

JOUP 1 . 
Excluded fi^a^automatic 
• downgrading and declassification 



II. . IMPLICATIONS OF ISRAEL'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAM 

I*. The implications of Israel becoming a "nuclear, 
power, heed examination from several^ different .aspects. 

•"••■*■• *• * . ■. '*".• •••<!*•• If* * ' V * * * 

£'•**" * * * * » ■••....«. ««...«#*.. 

A." ' Arab -Reaction • . ' . • " ! 1 . . T.i V 

> v • • ■ • - . v . . . v. 2 



l~ . The. Arabs are aware that Israel's capability* in the 
nuclear field is well-advanced/ . but the fact of Israel's 
adding nuclear weapons to its arsenal would, have pro-, 
found" political and psychological effect throughout 
.the area. . . .. 

: . ""Although operational nuclear weapons* in!' the Israeli 
inventory would have a generalized deter rent effect . 
iipoh- the Arabs / it would not guarantee Israel against . 
i wide range of military actions by the Arabs:.* J&rae.li 
^nuclear weapons v/ould do nothing to reduce. .AreOfc> t feommando 
activity or the kind of sporadic across-the-Mnes. . . 
Shooting' (exchanges between the regular aritfied;. f orces 
fthaC we see today. This type of . activity could* We'll 
"increase because of the Arab conclusion* that", since 
Israel has a stronger weapon to use against organized 
forces, Arab strategy should concentrate cm guerilla 
find /limited engagement tactics to raise Israeli; .casualties 

•}an"d" £o-vear Israel down over the long run." "We would 
"expect no dramatic change in the Arab-Israel- military . 

. 3jaij>asse but some added impetus to Arab government "support 
ior guerilla tactics. ' - ': * " • 

. • . *. . . . r-v ■ .: 

- The appearance of nuclear weapons iri Israel v/ould 
probably cause the Arabs to withdraw from ."the^ NPT and 
"to announce "they were compelled to embark bh a nuclear 
weapons program of their own. ' '.•'■•!! 

n : The problem for the Arabs would hot be money but 
"the "acquisition of technical knowledge and fissionable . 
material. We do. not believe that the USSR would provide 
.either completed weapons or technical "assistance ;in 
•nuclear weaponry to the Arabs. We also believe it # 
."highly improbable that Communist China would provide 
'.such assistance. It wpuld be possible, hawever, for 
.the Arabs to hire on private contract a broad rarige of 
'•scientific and technical personnel from Western Europe. 
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The acquisition of sufficient quantities of weapons 
grade fissionable material would be a greater obstacle 
since the Arabs have neither power reactors which might 
produce Pu for crude "dirty" devices/ nor the necessary 
chemical reprocessing plants nor uranium enrichment 
plants. I - t is generally agreed that even with ma^or 
external assistance it would take the Arabs at least * 

ten years to develop nuclear weapons* 

§ • • •■.••*'*. 

The appearance of nuclear weapons in Israel would 
reduce even further whatever remaining prospects there 
may be for an Arab-Israel settlement; It would deepen 
the Arab sense of military inferiority and their fatal- 
istic belief that the only solution to the Arab-Israel 
situation is military conflict at some distant date when 
the Arabs manage to surpass Israel in strength. Deeply 
rooted in the Arab psyche is the concept that a settle- 
ment will be possible only when there is' some parity 
in strength with Israel. A "kamikaze" strike at the 
Dimona facilities cannot be ruled out; President Nasser 
in the past has said that this would be. the UAR reaction. 

The Arabs would also be thrown into greater military 
and psychological dependence on the USSR providing the 
latter with wider opportunities to expand its influence 
among the Arab states. OS interests in the Arab states 
would suffer proportionately. Even if we did not have 
to face accusations that we actively helped Israel to 
develop the bomb, we would be held, responsible in many 
Arab quarters for "allowing Israel to go nuclear". It 
would add to the strain in our relations with those 
Arab states in which we still have important interests. 
The general effect would be to add to the polarization 
of the Arab-Israel conflict along cold war lines. 

• • . * 

B. Soviet Reaction 

We believe that the Soviet Union is generally aware 
of Israel's nuclear weapons program, although we do not 
know to what extent. The fact that the Soviets have 
not made an issue with us on this subject may indicate 
that they feel that this is a US problem; it may also 
mean the Soviets are undecided as yet how to proceed. 
Israeli production of nuclear weapons would deal a 
sharp blow to the prospects for nuclear non-proliferation 
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and specifically for the NPT, in which the USSR is 
obviously interested. The Soviets, who profess desire 
to defuse the situation in the Middle East, viev; intro- 
duction of nuclear weapons as making it even more 
dangerous and unpredictable. The USSR would be faced, also, 
'with the difficult problem of responding to Arab demands 
for some form of protection against this threat. *" 

The theoretical range of Soviet actions in reaction 
to Israeli possession of nuclear weapons might be as follpws 

(a) The Soviets might turn over nuclear weapons to 
the Arabs. ....... 

(b) The Soviets might give the Arabs assistance in 
their own nuclear weapons program. 

(c) The Soviets might 'announce that they were target- 
ing a certain number of their own IRBM/MRBMs or nuclear 
missile carrying submarines on Israel and that any use 

by Israel of nuclear weapons against the Arabs could 
bring retaliation. *- 

(d) The USSR might accept an Arab invitation to 
station Soviet nuclear capable forces (aircraft or missiles) 
on Arab soil, targeted on Israel but remaining under 
Soviet control. . 

(e) The USSR might make known that it had concluded 
a security guarantee with the Arabs providing that the 
USSR would come to their assistance in the event of any 
attack against them. • 

' (f) Assuming that Israel deploys its MD-620 missile 
system, the USSR might offer to give the Arabs assistance 
.in developing comparable missiles, perhaps accompanied by 
an arrangement under jrtiich nuclear warheads would be held 
nearby in Soviet custody. 

(g) The Soviets might "provide the UAR with a large 
nuclear reactor for peaceful purposes under Soviet 
safeguards. 

(h) Tho. Soviets might offer the Arabs general assur- 
ances of support while avoiding any specific commitments. 
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(t) The Soviets might privately promise the Arabs 
a substantial liberalization of its arms . policy toward 
them, both in terms of price and of providing first-line 
conventional equipment. 

The Soviets will feel compelled to take some' action 
to politically neutralize Israeli possession of nuclear 
weapons, if their position in the Arab world is to be 
maintained. However, it is extremely unlikely that the 1 
USSR would go so far as to turn over nuclear weapons to 
the Arabs or give direct assistance to an Arab weapons 
program. We would also judge it unlikely that the USSR 
would agree to the kind of specific commitment suggested 
in (d) or (e) either of which would limit Soviet' flexi- 
bility to avoid a war which could be started by the Arabs 
themselves (there is every , evidence that the Soviets were, 
thoroughly surprised and alarmed by Nasser r s actions in 
May 1967) . Soviet assistance for an Arab SSM program is 
more likely than assistance on nuclear weapons, but still 
improbable. A more or less explicit threat that IRBMs/ 
MRBMs in the Soviet Union might be used to retaliate 
against Israel in the event of Israeli use of nuclear 
weapons against the Arabs is a distinct possibility. An 
interesting possibility is provided in (g) ; this would 
please the Arabs, leave control in the hands of the USSR, 
and yet alarm the Israelis that the Arabs might have, on 
their territory, a potential source of plutonium for at 
least some crude nuclear explosive devices. On balance, 
we believe that a combination of (c) 9 (h) and (i) is the 
most likely Soviet response. * An immediate surge, in the 
flow of first-rate Soviet arms to the Arab states could 
be expected. The US would quickly come under pressure 
to perform in similar fashion for its Arab clients, par- 
ticularly Jordan. The Soviets would undoubtedly seek to 
get as much propaganda mileage out of the development as 
they could with strongly-worded but vague public assurances 
of support. 

C. Implications for US Non-Proliferation Objectives 

Because Israeli officials continue to state privately 
and publicly that Israel does not possess nuclear weapons 
and does not intend to acquire them unless some other 
Near Eastern state does so first, Israel's delay in' 
adhering to the Non-proliferation Treaty and its nuclear 
program have not yet had much impact on the attitudes 
toward non-proliferation of countries outside the Near East 
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• • • If Israel should announce a decision not to adhere 
to the NPT, or should remain unwilling to sign after 
most countries have done so, the Arab states Kill refuse 
to ratify the Treaty. A number of other. African and 
Asian countries v/ill probably follow the Arab lead. 

• • • 
The Israeli decision to establish an operational 

nuclear capability in the Israeli Defense Force would 

have more serious repercussions, both regional and 

worldwide. ' V 

, In the region/ the UAR would almost certainly 
proclaim its determination to acquire, nuclear weapons. 
However, in the absence of direct assistance from one 
of the existing nuclear weapons' states, it is doubtful 
that the UAR would be able to establish even a rudimentary 
military nuclear capability in less than fifteen years. . 
At a minimum, however, all .the Arab states will refuse 
to ratify the NPT and some will declare their intention 
to acquire nuclear weapons whether they are able to 
do so or not. 

Outside the region, both India, Japan and perhaps 
. Australia would probably find in the Israeli decision a 
new argument for not signing the NPT. On the other 
„ hand, the German decision regarding the NPT will continue 
to evolve mainly on the basis of other considerations. 
"Israel could well be the bellwether of the smaller non- 
aligned nations who will be watching for clues to the 
strength of US views on non-proliferation and arms 
control measures. Once it became clear that nuclear 
weapons could not be kept out of the Middle East, it 
would become extremely difficult, if not impossible, 
to halt nuclear proliferation elsewhere. 

The existence of nuclear weapons in the IDF 
operational inventory would also by itself increase 
the danger of nuclear war in the region to some extent. 
The uncertainties in the Middle East, including the 
irrational element in Arab, policy, would not necessarily 
preclude an Arab attempt to engage the Israelis in a 
conventional war of attrition despite the fact that the 
Israelis have a nuclear capability. Such a situation 
might greatly increase pressures In Israel to resort 
to nuclear weapons . 
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D. " 'Are' Nuclear T^eapons' a* Deterrent £or Israel?, 

Ii[ the possession of nuclear weapons offered an ulti- 
mate deterrent for Israel we would pesrhaps be prepared to 
conclude that, whatever other disadvantages this develop- 
ment might have, its contribution to Israel's security, 
especially with the prospect of continuing Arab hostility/ 
was in the US interest. 

Israel want£ nuclear weapons, .as was both explicit 
and. implicit in our conversations wltih Rabin, for two 
reasons: first, to deter the Arabs, from striking Israel, 
and second, if deterrence fails and Israel were about 
to be overrun, to destroy the Arabs in a nuclear Armageddon 

To deter, Israel believes it would need a nuclear 
force which is publicly known and, by the large, invulner- 
able. I.e. , having a second strike, capability . Israel is 
now building such a force the hardened silos of the 
Jericho missiles. As Rabin said in Eovember 1968 

••••there must be public acknowledgment . The 
purpose of nuclear weapon 5 is not to use the 
weapon Itself, but to use their deterrent power. 
*I don't believe any powers that have nuclear 
weapons plan to use them, although you cannot 
ever be sure.* 

But it is not really possible to deter Arab leaders — 
and certainly not the fedayeen — * when they themselves 
represent jbasically irrational forces. The theory of 
nuclear deterrence that applies between the US and the 
USSR -~ • a theory .that requires a reasoned response to 
provocation, which in turn is made possible by essentially 
stable societies and governments — Is far less applicable 
in the Near East. Israel would never be able to rule out 
the possibility that some irrational Arab leader would 
willing to sustain great losses if he believed he could 
inflict decisive damage on Israel. 

In making known its possession of nuclear weapons, 
Israel would also be taking some risk that the Arabs 
would decide this was the moment for a preemptive attack, 
before Israel could produce more nuclear weapons, further- 
more g the acknowledged introduction by Israel of strategic 
missiles or nuclear weapons would probably compel the USSR' 
to take compensating and neutralizing actions. 
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Finally 9 the limited effectiveness of nuclear weapons 
as a general deterrent would last only until the Arabs 
themselves succeeded in developing their own nuclear 
weapons. Even in this interim period 9 the intended 
.value, of nuclear weapons could be greatly reduced by off- 
setting actions of the USSR. 



E. Strategic Impli•cations , for US 

» 

Although US % and Soviet interests are in conflict in 

• the Middle East, the Soviets appear anxious to avoid a 

* repetition of major Arab-Israel hostilities , particularly 
as thife could lead to confrontation between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Neither the USSR nor the US 
have formal security arrangements with the Arab states or 
Israel, and neither power views the Arab-Israel theatre 

: as one where its vital security interests are at stake. 
But both powers also realise that the danger of their 
becoming directly involved is high when the survival of 
. their respective area clients is threatened. The possession 
of nuclear weapons by the area states would tend seriously 
to reduce the margin of safety for us both. Both the US 
and the USSR would tend to be drawn slowly into playing 
greater protective roles for their respective clients. 
In doing so the dangers of confrontation would become that 
% jQUCh greater. 

F* Conclusion 

• 

Israel's possession of nuclear weapons could (a) 
significantly reduce the possibility of stopping the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons worldwide and make less 
likely the successful conclusion of the NPT; (b) increase 
somewhat the danger of US-USSR nuclear confrontation as 
the result of an Arab-Israel war; (c) further damage US 
interests in the Arab states and open corresponding 
opportunities for an expansion of Soviet influence in 
this area. The disadvantages to US global interests 
are such that a major US effort to induce Israel not 
to produce nuclear weapons is justified. 
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■. , .III. US POLICY 

US Poli cy Objectives 

If we assume that (a) Israel is proceeding with 
.plans t6 "place a nuclear capability into the operational 
inventory of' the IDF within the next 18. months but has 
not yet done so # aYid (b) it is in our interest to prevent 
the Israeli Government from proceeding on this course, 
there are three** possible objectives toward which the US 
Government can exert whatever influence and leverage it 
k has. 

These are to get the Israelis : 

* (a) ' to abandon their efforts to maintain a 
technical option to design and complete manufacture of 
nuclear explosive devices together with strategic 
missile delivery systems; or • • 

; (b) to refrain from completing manufacture of 
nuclear explosive devices — and placing them into the 
IDF inventory — without , on the other hand, either 
challenging or approving the maintenance of a technical 
option by the Israelis to do so # or the ballistic missile 
program now underway. 

(c) to refrain from completing manufacture of 
both nuclear explosive devices and strategic missiles. 

The first of these alternative objectives probably 
cannot be attained in the absence of a definitive 
Arab/Israeli peace settlement because (a) whatever 
differences of view there are in the assessment of the 
precise state of the Israeli program it is clearly far 
advanced and the internal political implications for 
Israel would make it seem highly . unlikely that Israel 
Would be willing to abandon it completely; and (b) it 
is not enforceable (we cannot force the Israelis to 
destroy design data and components/ much less the . 
. technical knowledge in people's minds # nor the existing 
talent for rapid improvisation) . 

The second objective, while difficult , is not beyond 
attainment because (a) it meets what appears to be the 
principal Israeli objective, namely, to maintain the option 
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of having an operational military nuclear capability on 
short notice; and (b) it could be consistent with the NPT 
by accepting a liberal interpretation jof what is "manufacture" 
of nuclear explosives Cand would in any event leave the 
Israelis the "supreme interests" escape clause). 

>• 

The argument for including SSM*s in our objective is 
that, since they are not militarily cost effective* as a 
means of delivering a high explosive warhead, the assumption 
will be made that they are designed for nuclear warheads/ 
and the practical result may be the same whether or not 
the nuclear weapons actually exist. On the other hand, 
getting the Israelis to refrain from completing manufacture 
of their "Jericho" program may be very | difficult to .achieve 
and may therefore compound the difficulty of achieving 
forebearance on nuclear weapons. Israel has already 
invested an estimated $10.0 .million in R&D for this missile, 
has started fabricating components on a production line 
basis, and would argue that if the US agi-ees that Israel 
can retain its "technical option" to produce nuclear 
weapons, it should also have in readiness a fool-proof 
means of delivering them. 1 

■ »* 

B. Alternative Courses of Action * ; " 

Our options run from, at one extreme, adopting a ^ 
' "hands off" policy on the thesis that Israel would probably 
not move to an operational nuclear weapons system unless 
there developed a critical security situation, to using 
the maximum pressure at our disposal to induce Israel to 
adhere to the NPT and to undertake not to complete manu- 
facture of nuclear explosive devices. Between these 
extremes, the following courses of action might be 
considered: 

(a) Continue our past policy of seeking to induce 
Israel to refrain from producing nuclear weapons through 
suasion rather .than coercive tactics, making it clear 

that this development would have adverse impact both on 
US global security interests and on US/Israel relations. 

4 

(b) Seek to get Israeli assurances to desist 
on its nuclear weapons and strategic missile programs 
as a quid pro quo for a US assurance that it would meet 
all future" Israeli needs in conventional weapons. t 
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(c) Inform Israel that we would have to cut 
off further shipments of conventional weapons if 
Israel opts to go the nuclear route. V 

• # . (d) Offer Israel. a security guarantee. 

(e) Approach the USSR with the proposition 
that if it is willing to agree to a limitation of con- 
ventional arms shipments to the Arab states, we will 
try to; persuade Israel to give up its nuclear and SSM 
program and sign the NPT. * 

We believe only two considerations are likely to 
induce the Israelis not to produce or deploy nuclear 
weapons. The first would be a definitive peace settle- 
ment with the Arabs; or secondly, if the US upon which 
Israel depends for arms, financial support , and its 
ultimate security makes this* a major issue in its 
relations with Israel. 

A commitment to underwrite Israel's conventional 
military requirements , as suggested in (b) # might help 
to postpone completion of Israel's weapons program but 
would not of itself have a decisive effect on Israel's 
nuclear policy. Israel has managed to obtain all of ' its 
important arms requirements from the US and probably 
'estimates it can continue to do so in the future. This 
course alone does not offer Israel much that it does 
not already have. . \ 

A threat to stojp further deliveries of military 
equipment would give Israel pause. It is now heavily 
dependent on the US as a major . supplier of conventional 
arms and other sources have proved undependablc. How- 
ever! there is the distinct possibility that the more 
hard-pressed Israel became in conventional capability/ 
the more likely it would move to develop the sophisticated 
weapons it now has the capability to produce. In addition , ' 
depriving Israel of armament supply in the face of increased 
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Arab arid Palestinian jailitancy would be hard to defend 
even on the nuclear issue* 1 

A 'security guarantee from the United States would 
be welcomed by Israel but would not substitute for 
Israel's own deterrent strength. Since 1967, Israel 
has expressed skepticism about the value of big power • 
assurances and it is doubtful if any of fer along these 
lines would have a decisive influence upon Israel's 
policies. In any case, a security guarantee with Israel 
involves grave disadvantages for the US. We would be 
entering an open-end commitment without control over 
Israeli actions. The repercussions upon our interests 
in the Arab world would be serious. Moreover/ it is 
extremely difficult to envisage Congress, given its 
present mood about foreign involvements, as looking 
favorably upon such a commitment. 



. Ill place of this paragraph, the Department of 
Defense prefers the following formulation: 

A threat to stop further deliveries of military 
equipment, if seriously made, would cause Israel great 
concern. It is now heavily dependent on the US as' a 
•major supplier of conventional arms, and other sources 
have proven undependable. There is an apparent con- 
tradiction here: the more we deny Israel access to 
conventional weapons, the more' important the advanced 
weapons become to Israel. It is, of course, in our 
interest to assure Israel's conventional weapons 
superiority. But" for the present Israel's military 
superiority is complete and it will remain so for at 
least a year; we are therefore able to withhold US 
equipment from Israel, bringing pressure to bear on 
that government without endangering appreciably 
Israel's security, if that should be necessary to 
achieve Israeli commitments on missiles and nuclear 
weapons. Also, there will be important groups in . 
Israel/ including many of the military/ who will be " 
greatly concerned with the prospect of losing their 
conventional weapons supplies, particularly aircraft, 
and this will work to an advantage. The contradiction, 
therefore,' is for the present more apparent than real. 
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A possible approach to the Soviets on atms limitation 
in the Near East is not a true policy alternative but 
rather a course that can be pursued concurrently with 
most of the alternatives above. Our probes of the 
Soviets on this possibility have not so far given us 
reason to believe that they would be interested in 
such an arrangement in the absence of an Arab-Israeli 
settlement. Recent manifestations of increased Soviet 
concern about tension in the Middle East might make the 
Soviets somewhat more receptive to this proposal. 

• . . . 

C. Preferred Course 2 t 

Of the policy alternatives suggested above, and 
assuming we see it in our interest to try to dissuade 
Israel from its current policies, the feasible courses 
of action available to us are. basically two: (a) a 
policy based essentially on persuasion; (b) a policy 
which is prepared to use pressure in" sufficient measure 
to achieve the objective. 

The disadvantage of a policy limited to persuasion 
alone can be simply stated: it is the policy we have 
followed in the past, it has not worked, and there is no 
reason to believe it will be more effective in the. future. 
.We strongly doubt that tactics relying mainly on persuasion 
or incentives can prove sufficient of themselves to induce 
Israel to modify its nuclear policy, even to the extent 
of signing the NPT while maintaining its option to produce 
nuclear weapons at short notice. Israel will probably not 
niove on this issue unless it is made to feel that the US 
is ultimately prepared to adopt policies that could affect 
its security in equally important ways. 

On the other hand, the Department of State believes 
a policy prepared to use pressure has a fundamental , 
built-in contradiction and involves difficulties for 
the US that should be carefully examined. If we tell 
Israel that its decision to further develop nuclear 



'The Department of Defense (IS?, and JCS) differs in 
important respects from this section and prefers the 
formulation set forth, on page 12. 
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weapons will oblige us to cut off the supply of anas from 
this cQuntry, and we are then forced to carry out this 
threat, we will be in a difficult position. To cut off 
Israel's supply of conventional arms could build military, 
and psychp logical pressures within Israel to speed up 
production and deployment of the very sophisticated 
weaponry we are trying to head off. This contradiction . 
will be obvious to the Israelis, leaving considerable 
doubt from the outset as to thfe credibility of our . 
tactic. Moreover , to deny Israel its supply of arms 
would be difficult to justify in the face of continuing 
Arab commando attacks on Israel. In short , Israel would 
see from the outset that we would be under very considerable 
pressures not to sustain the policy that we had said we 
would wove to. 

f ■ '• 

'For these reasons the .Department of State does not 
think it would be either wise or effective to move 
directly into a confrontation with Israel on the 
question of the F-4s or their other pending arms 
requests • On the other hand, if our policy is to 
have any impact on Israel, it is essential that we 
manage our tactics in such a manner as to leave the 
•;• Israeli Government strongly concerned that we would 
, be prepared to move to more coercive policies if 
* Israel is unresponsive. We believe the best course is 
"a graduated approach, by which we begin with essentially 
persuasive tactics but maintain the flexibility to move 
to tougher policies depending on *the Israeli response. 
This should be timed so as to complement or at least 
not undercut our diplomatic effort to Achieve a peace 
settlement. However, if our action is to be effective, 
it obviously cannot be postponed indefinitely. 

As an initial step, we should resume our dialogue 
with the Israelis, preferably at the Heads of Government 
or Foreign Minister level, in which we would make clear 
to them (a) that we consider it to be a matter of vital 
US interest that there be no operational nuclear cap- 
abilities in the Middle East because the introduction of 
such capabilities would increase the risk of a US/Soviet 
nuclear confrontation; (b) that the increase in the risk 
of such a confrontation in itself is bound to undermine 
the credibility of the US commitment to Israel; and 
(c) that an Arab-Israeli nuclear arms race would, in 
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the end, leave the Israelis in a strategically vulnerable 
position. He would additionally say that we consider ve 
have a firm commitment from Israel not to develop oper- 
ational' nuclear capabilities, and that should Israel break 
this commitment, it would have profound repercussions on 
US-Israel .relations, . including our policies in support of \ 
Israel's security. 

Ve would insist on Israeli signature of the NPT with . 
(a) the tacit understanding that as. long as the Israelis 
do not "complete Manufacture of nuclear explosive devices, 
we would regard them as being within the terms of the 
Treaty a (b) a commitment on their paxt that they will 
negotiate the IAEA safeguards agreement required by 
Article II to apply to material "in all peaceful nuclear 
activities" on Israeli territory; and (c) an understanding 
that we will support the Israelis in a reasonable inter- 
pretation of Article III ^consistent with the difference 
we have drawn between maintaining and exercising the 
option to manufacture nuclear explosives provided they 
will assure us that they will stop short of completing 
manufacture of nuclear explosives and will engage in bi- 
lateral consultation with us tp define this concept in 
detail and verify its implementation. 

• - • • 

The Department of State believes that, while it would 
0 be desirable if possible to obtain Israeli assurances of 
forebearance oh strategic missiles as well as nuclear 
weapons, this will be difficult to achieve and would 
seriously compound the difficulty of obtaining assurances 
of Israeli restraint on the nuclear question. In terms 
of what we can realistically expect to get with the 
leverage we can bring to bear, to include missiles would 
be overloading the circuit. Moreover, while the Depart- 
ment of State would grant the point that the deployment 
of nuclear-capable missiles will vitiate to some degree 
international confidence that Israel has decided not to 
exercise the nuclear option, it also feels that signature 
of the NPT, plus acceptance of the International inspection 
and safeguards provided for in the NPT, would accomplish 
the main task of providing credible assurances on the 
status of Israel's nuclear program. 

• ■ . 

If the. Israelis are unresponsive to the approach out- 
lined above, we should make it clear to Israel that if it 
elects to pursue a weapons program, it will be imposing a * 
major strain on US-Israel relations, with serious risk to 
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US ability to continue to meet Israel f s conventional arms 
requirements . On the otter hand, if Israel were to sign 
the NPT (while preserving its technical option to produce 
nuclear weapons] , the US. would see to it that Israel 
received military equipment to maintain its conventional 
superiority over Arab forces. 

As an' adjunct to a decision to move into this phase , 
a high-ranking US official coul.d give a public speech 
setting forth a Reasoned statement of our concern over 
the Israeli program. This would preempt a possible 
Zionist campaign to try to undermine the Administration's 
position, and at the same time. make it clear to the 
Israelis that the USG was prepared to defend its policy 
in public. * 

While these discussions were continuing, the US would 
have the option to slow dowh or suspend entirely shipments 
of conventional weapons to Israel, including the undelivered 
F-4s. It would also be possible to probe the Soviets again 
on their willingness to consider a conventional arms lim- 
itation accord as' quid pro' quo for an Israeli stand down 
on its weapons program. 

D. The Department of Defense (ISA and JCS) Preferred 



The Department of Defense believes that we must move 
more swiftly, place more demands on Israel, and adopt from 
the outset a more determined attitude 9 than the Department 
of State proposes. The Department of Defense believes 
that, If Israel continues its present course, confrontation 
is inevitable: Israel will have ■ introduced " nuclear 
weapons and we must then invoke the sanctions called for 
in our agreement (i.e., cancel the P-4 contract). 

Bat. the issue is not, as we see it, persuasion versus 
confrontation, but whether or not to demonstrate to the 
Israelis the seriousness of our purpose so that Israel 
itself can decide to avoid confrontation. It is Israel, 
after all, that made an agreement that it would not' do 
what it now seems to be doing. Israel will surely not 
stop its nuclear weapons and missile production unless 
it is made to feel that the United States is ultimately 
prepared to adopt policies that could adversely affect 
its security in equally important ways. 
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The Department of Defense recognizes negotiations 
with Israel on this matter will be" especially difficult. 
By placing demands on Israel to stop making nuclear 
weapons, a public confrontation with, the government is 
possible. But we believe that a confrontation is only 
likely if. (a) they think we are bluffing, or Cb) they 
believe they could reverse bur position by so doling. 
They could use their full range of assets in the United 
States to persuade us to abandon our demands. They would 
not, however, enter lightly onto such a course/ because 
the introduction of nuclear weapons by Israel will not 
. be an Issue on which they could expect the kind of uncon- 
tested American support they have achieved on other issues 
and because, if they failed to reverse our policy/ the 
long range effects could be very bad indeed.. There will 
very likely be considerable pressures within Israel not 
to confront the United States and world opinion on the 
natter of missiles and nuclear weapons. 

The speed with v/hich Israel is proceeding dictates 
that we must take steps very soon if we are to stop 
Israel's nuclear and missile development. We must meet 
with the Israelis at a high level. The first demarche 
should be made by the President, or by the Secretaries 
of State and Defense together." Such high level partic- 
ipation is needed to convey the strength of our purpose. 

We agree with State that a public assurance in the 
form of an NPT signature is essential (although we do not 
agree that the IAEA safeguards agreement should apply only 
to ftuclear material "in all peaceful nuclear activities/" 
for this would undermine the inspection arrangements) • 
But ve should also demand private assurances from Israel 
that it will cease and desist from further development or 
acquisition of both nuclear explosive devices and strategic 
missiles. It is important that we stop Israeli missile 
production as well as nuclear production for the reasons 
cited: we will thereby have stopped one means of nuclear 
(and chemical) weapons delivery; and we can have greater 
confidence in Israeli nuclear assurances. Also # if 
missiles are deployed by Israel/ it will be assumed. that 
they have nuclear warheads , and the political results may 
be the same as though the existence of the nuclear war- 
heads was acknowledged. 

It is obvious we cannot obtain absolute guarantees that 
Israel will forego strategic missiles and nuclear weapons 
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forever; we can, however, make it more likely that missiles 
and nuclear weapons will not be used by stopping their 
production now and by creaiting a political obstacle the 
necessity to renounce agreements and risk confrontation 
with the United States to their later use. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

Under Secretary of State Richardson 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard 

Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman General Wheeler 

Director of Central Intelligence Helms 

SUBJECT: Meeting of Ad Hoc Committee on NSSM 40 

There will be a meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Review 
Group on NSSM 40 at 4:45 p. m, , June 20, in the White House 
Situation Room to consider the paper distributed by the Depart- 
ment of State on May 30. 
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Secretariat 




f 




1-35501/69 



NOBIS 



TALKING PAPER FOR THE DEPUTY SECKETARY OF DEFENSE AMD THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT 
CHIEFS OF STAFF (Meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee of the NSC Review Group, 

SUBJECT: NSSi hO - Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program 

ISSUE; Adequacy of study concerning what steps, If any, the U.S. should taJ 
to stop Israel* s strategic missile and nuclear weapons programs 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION t The President directed the preparation of a 
policy study on the Israeli nuclear weapons program. To carry out this di- 
rective, Mr. Kissinger created two new groups: an Ad Hoc (Working) Group 
chaired by Assistant Secretary* of State Slsco (NEA), and including repre- 
sentatives of ISA, the Joint Staff, State, CIA and the NSC Staff; and an • 
Ad Hoc Committee of the NSC Review Group, chaired by Mr. Kissinger and 
Including Mr. Richardson, Mr. Packard; General Wheeler and Mr. Helms. A 
copy of the President's Directive (NSfiM No. Uo) is at Tab A. 

The Working Group has completed its study. Its report, for consideration 
by the Ad Hoc Committee, is at Tab B. The Israeli nuclear weapons program 
is the most vital issue affecting US interests in the Middle East. We 
recommend, particularly because of State's reluctance to accept it, that the 
Ad Hoc Ccwraittee be given a full briefing on the pertinent intelligence as 
the first order of business. 

The Working Group agreed generally on a number of points: , that Israel is 
making rapid progress on its missile and nuclear programs; that nuclear 
weapons would not be a real deterrent for Israel; that the USSR would be 
forced to play a more protective role vis-a-vis the Arabs and to offset, in 
one way or another, Israel's nuclear "advantage; " that the introduction of 
nuclear weapons by Israel would adversely affect U.S.' interests, and would 
pose greater risks to the security of the U.S.; end that a major U.S. effort 
to Induce Israel not to produce nuclear weapons is Justified. It was also 
agreed that without such a major effort Israel would not stop its present 
programs. 

It is Important to note also an acknowledged disagreement between .the U.S. 
and Israeli Governments as to the meaning of Israel's repeated pledge not 
to be the first Middle East Power "to introduce nuclear weapons into the 
area." Ambassador Rabin, in discussions last fall, defined "introduction" 
to require both public announcement and testing. This clearly is an un- 
acceptable definition, and as part of the F-lt agreement (Tab C) we made 
clear that our definition applies, i.e. physical possession constitutes 
"introduction". 

There is disagreement between State and Defense (ISA/JCS) on a number of 
points. These differences are adequately presented in the study and the 
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I* What if Israel already has nuclear devices? State "believes Israel 
would be reluctant to push its nuclear weapons program to the point of 
actual production because Isr ael fears the effects in the U.S. The evidence 
is strongly to the contrary 
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Defense believes that the US objective should be to stop Israel fro© ob- 
taining nuclear weapons if possible but, in any case, to prevent missiles 
and nuclear weapons from becoming part of Israel's military inventory* 

2. Should we try to stop missile production also? Defense believes 
we should* State is doubtful. The Defense position is based on the follow- 
ing arguments: (a) Israel intends to arm at least seme missiles with 
chemical (probably nerve gas) and nuclear warheads* (b) Stopping strategic 
missile production and deployment is intimately connected with stopping the 
nuclear weapons program. The U.S. can mpre easily monitor Israeli missile 
progress and, by stopping missile development, can have greater assurance 
that Israel is not secretly proceeding to produce nuclear weapons, (c) The 
missiles are not militarily cost-effective with conventional warheads (they 
have a CEP of about one-half mile); continued Israeli production of missiles 
would suggest Israeli Intention to use non-conventional warheads, (d) Once 
the missiles axe deployed it will be widely believed that the missiles do in 
fact have nuclear warheads, and the political results may be the same 
whether or not the nuclear warheads actually exist. 

3« Relationship between the present U.S. efforts to get peace talks 
underway and the missile/nuclear weapons problem. State (NEA) is heavily 
ccnanitted to the bilateral (US-USSR) and 4 Power talks aimed at reaching 
agreement on the terms of a peace settlement. NEA does not want to do 
anything to interfere with this effort. Defense believes, given the odds 
against any immediate "peace" and the rapidity with which Israel is moving 
toward nuclear weapons and missile deployment, that the nuclear issue is 
overriding, and that serious discussions with Israel cannot await conclusion 
of the peace talks. 

k. How to approa^TiTerael? State recommends Ambassadorial-level 
discussions here and 1* -Israel. ! Talks at "this level have been undertaken 
for many years now without success, and there is no reason to believe they 
would be more successful now. Israel surely will not stop either its 
missile or nuclear weapons programs unless this Government seriously demands 
It do so. Defense recommends that the President, or the Secretaries of 
State and Defense together, call in Israeli Ambassador Rabin and convey to 
him the seriousness with which the United States views Israel's actions and 
the assurances the U.S. requires from Israel that it will stop missile and 
nuclear production. Although not mentioned in the Report, Defense believes 
we should offer and agree, in the course of negotiations with Israel, to 
assure Israel of adequate- conventional arms supply if the U.S. demands are 
accepted. 
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The report by the Working Group is considered an adequate presentation 
of the issues j the threat to U.S. security interests, and the alternatives 
available to the U.S. in meeting that threat. Ttie differing Departmental 
views are fairly and adequately presented. The Defense position reflects 
the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this issue. 

1. 5hat you urge an early meeting at the highest level with Ambassador 
Rabin, to put before the Government of Israel certain demands con- 
cerning their nuclear and missile programs. 

2. That these demands Include: (a) Israel's signature of the NFT and 
(b) private assurances from Israel that it will cease and desist- 
fran further development or acquisition of both nuclear explosive 
devices and strategic missiles. ( 

3. That we make clear in our request for assurances that failure to 
comply will affect our ability to continue the present U.S. rela- 
tionship with Israel, and particularly the delivery of combat 
aircraft. 

k. That you recommend the Working Group Report be forwarded, in its 
present form, for consideration by the Special Committee of the 
NSC and that you advocate the Defense/jCS position as the preferred 
course for the President. 
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27 June JS^S 



HEMO!lAHCU« F0.1 THE CEPUTlf SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



This Is In response to your r&:.t<vst, conveyed to »e through Captain Wilson, 
for Information on whore the V.S. Coverracnt stent's with respect to early 
delivery of F-'ss to Israel. 

t 

In Janes ry 156$, Pre5ftfo?t Johnton told Prlne minister fsMvOl at the rartch 
that If the decision \.<*rc f&dtf 0$ late as Dccer?b*r lf£3 to sell F~>s to 
Israel, the U.S. Gov^rfu.*#ant rocldput Itself in 0 position to be cblo to 
detlvorj at Che rat* of fotr a r-cnth, starting January IS/5 {this would 
r.c^n afcoft cutting in half the usual lead-tlm« for F- j *). I" Peccmher 
l$C:< the decision was ;nod* to sell the F--ts» end thai Israelis as>\ed for 
an ever\ earlier delivery* Although there were so^e objections to this « 
particularly frcm the Air Farce, who did not keli#v* Ut* Israelis v,o:;ld 
be re?dy to .-Taintrift the alrcrcft earlier — tNe decision vas w:da to 
surfc <tet?v*ry, at the rat« of four a month. In September I3f£» There Is 
attached en exchange of letters between Mr. Warnke and General tobln to 
this effect. You will note that In Hr. Varnke's letter he r*akes two points 
In addition to the agreement on early delivery. The first point Is: "Un- 
foreseen develop* *ent* could, of course, necessitate a change In this delivery 
schedule.' 1 Secondly, he said that the "U.S. Government Is not recocr/,endlng 
that Israel take delivery of Any of the F~ks prior to the tiae such personnel 
are adequately trained to operate and Maintain them, 1 ' 

On Id Jt-ne General Rabin, the Israeli Ambassador, wrote a letter (at- 

tached) to Secretary talrd, stating that McDonnell Douglas was able to deliver 
earlier than September and requesting that the planes be delivered to Israel 
"as they becooe available froa the factory. 41 We know from the factory that 
this neons August. Less forjaoJly, the Israelis have told us that if we 
cannot agree to the delivery of four In August, that they would appreciate 
receiving oight In September. This request of General Rabin's has not been 
answered. 

l*e understand frou the Air Force that It nay be technically possible to make 
the earlier deliveries the Israelis' now request, but we also understand that 
the Israelis are behind schedule In their r.;aJnt<nance training. One of the 
things that we worried about last ytar with respect to such early delivery as 
Soptcrbrr was that the Israeli* would possess the planes but be unable to 




*cifit*tn thM sufficiently to fight them and, In a crisis, ask us to 
s*rd Mr Force technician* to assist the» at t*hat would be tha worst 
political tine tot ts to so. 

Given this fcackcroorid, | believe that 

I. We hive tha rJrjht to cktay delivery through the promised 
5',pfccci.^r culo, droul a§ on two crgt^ent* as necessary: 

a* The lr un foreseen developments 11 clause in fir. Warn&e's 
letter, a/;d 

b. The ln?ido:t.-H:y of r:atnte»*nce training. 

If *ctc4l deliveries ar<* delayed much beyond October, however, we wit) 
t;;«r* begin to run the risk of public knowledge of this fact, dve to press 
cartes, ^tc. 

ftodjcr P*vf*s of the State Department Is preparing e draft "scenario 11 
st t^e re*\w**t of /o.v, ^r. Kissinger* end Mr. fJchardson, for o/ward 
trt>n*»..ls*I«m to lir. Ulrd, (1r. Rogers, and the President, Hopefully, 
CfcJs scenario v*II I cov<*r tho subject much n:orc comprehensively than 
this fAtrtarandu* pretends to do. ft should be In your hands, and rtr. 
Uird's, by the end of next week. As you have requested, I win continue 
to represent Defense In this endeavor. 



3 Attachments 



DISTRIBUTION 
Orlg - OepSecDef 
cc: ASD/lSA/rtr. Nutter 
JCS/Gen Doyle 
NESA/Gen Baer 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON, O.C XOSOf 



July 12, 1969 



T(jPTSg€a£T/NODIS 

r&TJl'U SB55GS WITHOUT ATTACHMENT) 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

Secretary of State Roger* 
Secretary of Defense Laird 
Chairman, JCS, General Wheeler 
- Under Secretary of State Richardson 
Director of Central Intelligence Helms 

SUBJECT.* Paper for July 16 NSC Meeting (NSSM 40) 

Attached is a paper describing a possible course of action which 
represents a consensus of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Review 
Group on NSSM- 40. 

The discussion at the meeting of the special committee of the NSC 
on Wednesday, July 16, will be based on this paper, along with 
the basic paper distributed by the State Department on May 30 and 
the Policy Alternatives paper considered by the Ad Hoc Committee 
of the Review Group on June 26. 



Jeanne W. Davis 
Secretariat 
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SCENARIO FOR DISCUSSIONS WITH ISRAELIS 
ON THEIR NUCLEAR PROGRAM 



A. PS Objectives 

1. Oar objectives are to persuade Israel to: 

a) Sign the NPT at an early date (by the end of this 
year) and ratify It soon thereafter. 

b) Reaffirm to the DS In writing the assurance that 
Israel will not be the first to Introduce nuclear weapons into 
the Mar Bast, specifying that "introduction" shall mean 
possession of nuclear explosive devices.* 

c) Give us assurances in writing that it will stop 
production and will not deploy "Jericho 11 missiles or any 
other nuclear-capable strategic missile. 

. 

2. Early signature and ratification of the NPT must be 
our minimum objective. The NPT provides the best basis for 
International confidence in Israel's intentions. 

Bilateral assurances are equally important. They are 
also a desirable adjunct to the NPT because of the time factor. 
The Treaty does not enter into force until the three nuclear 
signatories and 40 others sign and ratify (present score is 
one nuclear and about 20 others) and this may take another six 
months to a year. Even after the Treaty is in force it gives 
a signatory six months to enter negotiations with the IAEA^ 
for a safeguards arrangement, and it gives the signatory an 
additional 18 months to conclude those negotiations. We need 
the bilateral assurances to cover the interim and we should do 
our best to get them. 



*In presenting our requirements to the Israelis, we would not 
go beyond this formulation. For our own internal purposes, we 
would decide that we could tolerate Israeli activity short of 
assembly of a completed nuclear explosive device . 
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Israeli agreement to stop production and not to deploy 
strategic missiles is important because the deployment of a 
delivery system that is militarily cost effective only as a 
nuclear weapons carrier would seriously vitiate confidence 
in Israel 9 s adherence to the NPT. We should therefore make 
a determined effort, at least initially, to achieve this 
objective. However, if the Israelis show a disposition to 
meet us on the nuclear issue but are adamant on the Jericho 
missiles, we can drop back to a position of insisting on 
non-deployment of missiles and an undertaking by the Israelis 
to keep any further production secret. 

B. Scenario 

1* General Approach . The venue for our negotiations with 
the Israelis should be kept in Washington. Ambassador Barbour 
In Tel Aviv would be kept informed in detail of the negotiations 
as they proceed and would be asked to reinforce our representa- 
tions to Rabin whenever this appeared desirable. 

8. First Meeting . Ambassador Rabin would be asked to call 
upon Dnder Secretaries Richardson and Packard meeting jointly. 
The Under Secretaries would say that in connection with Israel's 
request to advance .the delivery date for the first Phantoms to 
August, we wish to tie up loose ends left after the Warnke- 
Rabln negotiations in October, 1968, which led to our agreement 
to sell the aircraft. Accordingly/ we would like to open 
discussions in Washington on Israel's adherence to the NPT and 
related questions concerning Israel's intentions with respect 
to nuclear weapons. 

The Tinder Secretaries would stress the importance the 
US attaches to Israel's adherence to the NPT. Israel told us 
last December it was studying the implications of adherence to 
the NPT; we would be interested to hear what conclusions the 
GOI has reached; The Under Secretaries would also refer to 
the War nke -Rabin exchanges last November and say we feel there 
are some unanswered questions concerning' Israel's assurances 
to us on nuclear weapon forebear ance . Specifically, we would 
wish to have Israel's confirmation that possession 'of nuclear 
weapons as well as testing and deployment would constitute 
"Introduction" of nuclear weapons. We wouJi also like to 
pursue the question of the purpose of Israel developing and 
deploying a nuclear weapons delivery system — the •Jericho* 
missile — which can only cast doubt on its nuclear assurances'. 



^ 4* 



• TSP»»S«aET/ttODIS 



At the first meeting with Rabin the US side, would not 
explicitly link deliveries of the F-4s to the Israeli response 
on the nuclear question, but our reference to the request for 
early deliveries and the tfarnke-Rabin talks would clearly 
convey the direction of our thinking. Rabin's tactic will 
probably be to test how serious we are by refusing initially 
to go beyond the line Israel has taken with us In past meetings: 
that the 601 has not made up its mind about the NPT; that it 
has already given us assurances that it will not be the first 
to introduce nuclear weapons into the area, and nothing further 
is required. If he is unresponsive in this fashion, the Under 
Secretaries would make clear their dissatisfaction and ask 
Rabin to call again in five or six days time to continue the 
dialogue. 

3. Second Meeting . If Rabin tries to stonewall us at the 
second meeting the US Bide would tell him that Israel's uncommuni- 
cativeness on the nuclear question does not strike us as consistent 
with the high level of cooperation which Israel expects of us in 
support of its security. Israel's nuclear policy also impinges 
directly on US worldwide security concerns and responsibilities. 
By the end of the meeting we should lay before Rabin precisely 
what we need, as outlined in section A above. We would make it 
clear to Rabin that a lack of response on Israel's part raises 
a question regarding our ability to continue meeting Israel's 
arms requests. 

4. subsequent . Having presented our needs, we would let 
the 601 formulate its response in its own time, allowing the 
approaching date for delivery of the F-4s to produce its own 
pressure on the 601. Whenever and wherever the Israelis raised 
the subject of the F-4e, the Response would be that, given. the 
terms of the sales agreement and the uncertainties surrounding 
Israel's nuclear intentions, there are serious doubts about our 
ability to proceed with deliveries of the F-4s so long as the 
matters under discussion with Under Secretaries Richardson and 
Packard remain unresolved. 

This would have the effect of turning down the Israeli 
request for advancing delivery to August. However, no decision 
would be taken to alter the scheduled September delivery of the 
F-4s until we get an initial reading on Israeli attitudes and 
Intentions . 

5. Mrs. Meir's Visit . When Prime Minister Meir gets here- 
the President and other senior US officials would bear down on 




this subject, stressing that Israel's decisions in the nuclear 
weapons field have an important bearing on OS security and 
global interests, and reinforcing our objectives as they have 
evolved in the meetings between Rabin and the Under Secretaries* 
The possibility should also be kept in mind that Mrs. Meir may 
make a special appeal to the President, saying that it is 
impossible for her government to sign the NPT or give us a 
bilateral commitment on non-possession of nuclear weapons 
until after the elections in Israel this October , and that in 
the meantime non-delivery of F-4s in September would hurt the 
I#abor Alignment's chances. Our response to such an appeal 
would have to be decided in the light of the way the earlier 
negotiations had gone with the Israelis* 

C. Public Confrontation . The DSG would take no initiative 
to make this a public issue. In the event that the Israelis 
maintain an unresponsive line with us and show signs of going 
-to Congress in an attempt to undermine our position on deliveries 
of the F-4s # we should have ready a range of actions that the 
Administration might take to counter this move. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Program f \ 

' 

I recommend you sign the attached memorandum to The Secretary on this 

i 

subject, which he will discuss with the President, Secretary Rogers , 
Henry Kissinger, and Dick Helms, at 10:00 a.m., on Wednesday, 16 July, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECftETMY OF DEFENSE 
SWJECTt Israeli Nucteer Proerae 

I rmmmmA yea sign the e tta e he a 1 ■eaoranewa to The Secretary on thle 
sub J net, which ha wilt discuss with thn President, Secretary Jtofors, 
Honry Kissinger, and Sick Hetea, at 10:00 e.e., on Wednesday, 16 July. 

(Signed) G. Warren Nutter 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
SUBJECT: Israeli Nuclear Program 



The attached represents the general consensus of Henry Kissinger, El Mot 
Richardson, General Wheeler, Dick Helms, and myself as to how we should 
deal with the Israelis on this subject. I believe you are sufficiently 
familiar with this matter for the scenario to be self-explanatory. There 
are a few points, however, which I betleve should be explicitly mentioned. 

a. Certain Important aspects of our conclusions and agreed objectives 
have been deliberately omitted from the written material for the President; 
I believe we should discuss before the meeting. 

b. There have been no differences on this subject In this Department. 
There have been differences, however, In State. While Elliot Richardson 
and I have been In accord, Joe Slsco has been lukewarm at most toward our 
recommendations because of the alleged effect on his peace-seeking efforts. 
We do not yet know Bill Rogers 1 attitude. 

C. The choice of decision before the President Is to lean on the 
Israelis or not to lean on them. In my opinion, not to lean on them would, 
In affect, Involve us In a conspiracy with Israel which would leave matters 
dangerous to our security in their hands. 

I am also attaching a copy of a memorandum to me from Harry Schwartz, 
describing where we stand with respect to Ambassador Rabin's request to 
you for August rather than September — delivery of the first Phantoms. 
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August 12, 1969 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING SECRETARY OF STATE "£> 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ^ 

✓ 




Henry ^ K i 0 auger 



Attached it a copy of the letter sent by the President to 
Chancellor Kiesinger and confirming the continued validity 
of arrangements made by the Johnson Administration con- 

earning consultations on use of nuclear weapons. This 5 

communication is of utmost sensitivity, and is to be made 3 — 
known only to the absolute minimum number of senior ^ 
officials in this- Government who have a clear need to 
know about it. 

s/~ — 

singer 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 



Washington 



t\p sfeSRET/SENSITIVE 



August 12, 1969 



Dear Mr. Chancellor: 

Pursuant to our conversation s in Washington 
during your recent visit, I wish to state that the 
undertakings concerning consultation between our 
two governments on the use of nuclear weapons 
contained in President Johnson's letter to you of 
September 9, 1968 remain in full effect under my 
Administration* 

I further confirm the understanding that knowledge 
of these undertakings is to be limited exclusively 
to our two governments and is not to be made 
public and that if any public statement on this 
matter should become necessary, it will be the 
subject of prior agreement between our govern- 
ments. 



His Excellency 

Kurt Georg Kie singer 

Chancellor of the Federal 

Republic of Germany 
Bonn 



Sincerely, 





OPFICI OP TBI 8ICUTA1Y OF DS?1X8B 

Auouat 19. 1969 

MOM FO R MR. LAIRD 

So far, only you and Mr. Packard have bean given 
tha attached materia) i. Recommend we distribute 
the memo end letter to: 



Chairman, JCS 



OK 



Not now 



ASD, ISA 




Not now 



Asst. for Atonic Ener< 
O K W 



Not now 




Robert E. Purs ley 
Colonel, USAF 
Military Assistant 
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Secretary of Defense] 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 2 
Subject: Israel's Nuclear Program 

During a meeting today with Israeli Ambassador Rabin, 
the Ambassador alluded to my approach to him of July 29 '2r- 
about Israel's nuclear intentions, noting this was one 
item he assumed would be on the agenda for Prime Minister 
Meir's visit next month. 

I said we were interested in hearing Israel's response 
and asked whether the Ambassador had anything to say now 
or whether we could expect anything before the Prime 
Minister arrives. The Ambassador said he believed the 
Government of Israel would postpone a response. Speaking 
personally, the Ambassador expressed the opinion that this 
was a difficult subject for his government to deal with a 
month before elections. 

I noted that there was a difference between what 
Israel said publicly and what it said to us privately. 
The questions of missile deployment and of Israel's 
definition of what is meant by " introduction " of nuclear 
weapons would not appear to depend upon elections. The 
Ambassador said only that in Israel's democratic system 
there were no secrets. ( 

I concluded by noting that, since this question would 
apparently not be resolved before Mrs. Meir arrives, the 
Ambassador could assume that it would be on the agenda for 0 * ! 
her visit. ^ r 

A? * ^ EHiot Richardson ^lL w 

\ j ^ "-^ZZ" - S«o Def Cont K> X-__3L.Q_l_ii._L_ 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 
WASHINGTON 
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MEMORANDUM TO: 



SUBJECT: 



The Secretary of Defense ' 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Die Director of Central Intelligence 

HOL - Mr* Hughes 

J/PM - Mr. Farley 

NSSM-40 - Israeli Nuclear Weapons Program 



'a 

r 



The Secretary has designated Mr. Joseph J. Sisco of the 
Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as the Chairman 
of the Ad Hoc Group to prepare a policy study on the Israeli 
Nuclear Weapons Program. Mr. Sisco has undertaken to prepare 
and circulate a first draft of a proposed response early in 
the week of April 21 and to convene a meeting of your desig- 
nated representatives shortly thereafter. 

I would appreciate your informing Mr. Sisco of the name 
of your representative on the Ad Hoc Group. 



Elliot L. Richardson 
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FOR: ; ; 

(Please initial) 

The attached document is of the highest sensitivity 
and no additional distribution may be made without the 
prior approval of the President or the Secretary of State. 

This document should be returned in a sealed 
envelope to my office, Room 7224, by hand, within 48 
hours of receipt. 



John P. Walsh 
Acting Executive Secretary 
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In reply refer tOi 



His Txcol Uncy 

Hojor B*i*r*l YiUh:*fc lUibfu 

Ani!.n"r.s5*u!or C;f I^ru<t] 
Fmk'i^sy of 

Washington, I\ C. ZQOKl ' . 

Door Mr. Atf#&Mdbifj . . " 

I wish to couflrin >«:y telfcpho.'in AS&uraijcc of yesterday to fUnisier Arj:av 
that ih:* UniteH r>i;:t::<. ir. pr< ;*c:rc:I to deliver P*-'i iitr&tvft in I & rani 
begriming Fn $irptcu i ;U-r ISCf) at ttm presently ri*tte!p'»tad rrto of tour 
par Month, i/* :'cccrrf::ft^i utih c-i:v f-xiMii»;! And cv v .|v.^ri.» 4 isu<?« -rs T 
an:! agr^omtiU r- . UitfWusvsr. dcvolv*;* .'-ritft could, of course, lu.-c i^ts- 
n change in this delivery :.:.Ik:cNjIc:. Although pr-.-p:.rcd to Leg! tr deliveries 
In Septei&hor you *.hxild «»!f.o I:: cavar*.' that, ih agree! i><j to this eiollvmy 
schedule, Utn United States Covcriu-ctnt fn not rt*ct«.'.i:.**nd i ng Lhcrt Israel 
toto delivery of i ny of th:s l-'-'ls prior to llr.: tlir..: r.uch j>cn-o;w;ol ant 
adequately trained to opereto m\4 Maintain th^m a 

! 

If Israel dotorwlm;s thut tt r&ed& ?is$ister»ce !n the mintvnm&%i of 
aircraft, the United SU:tos' wfl 1 not object If Israel obtains such 
assl sUifK-.c. frc::i s U.S. contractor, 

I would hope that no additional pifM tci ty v/f 1 1 yiven tin:, declsfor: 
beyoV.fi th*j State Paiiarltiant press s lo t often t of 7'i Dctccsuhcr 
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EM BAC£>Y Of ISRAEL 
WASHINGTON* O.C. 



Writ.** iiYi**i3 



ft E T 



Rati I-^C&vn/fii? 



I al.#th to thunk yen.: wary feu? h for you:- letter 
claint! 4 J .v.rt i 1.0 fi 9 con Pi vi*£r 9 £) kh-st fctu UnAtsftcS b't&tcfl 
ti'cvitrr^cn I; Bill Liaglri to i.#fcr; fcvall&ble fcn X*vaol 
F- -4 aircraft U;glnninc in PpptowLiss? 19 ft!) rti thu rata 
of four per ;-. tftth. I should like to confix on my 
part that ur. sir. 3. I iflclaad Ucs accepting delivery of the 
first {Penes a J .. L\w berjinnirj^ of Soptaffibt*?* and that 
nil the riaccp&avy steps are facing taken to ermuro thst# 

lilsy I tcko Lhio opportunity to exprose ny clamp 
appreciation of tho' successful finsli/afcion of our 
negotiation;; gftd the splendid cooperation whic:h lira 
havs recnivcrt frott you personally throughout. 




Sinccar&ly yourn, 
Ct« fianir&A Y. Rthll 



Arabs sg*Mj or 



Tho Honorable 
Paul C. Varnfta - ' • 

Asa't Secretary of Dafanac 
T'ha Pon.tsgon - Room 4££06 
Washington; D.C. 



AO//.V " . 



lO. Dnno XVfV 



Dorr lib:. C en s e if ::y : 



: ■ * 



\ i ]i\v\ tf&intj tha " liberty uf , I tfftrnr.fcirsc f&y* 
gun art > r.iC- Ufei?^ liiN ^li i© uf j^dar.ry i»iipo: , i 



-ir 



,to'u:>, fscroxding to our .inrn;:«i*rit*c>r / I ho f-4C, 
- Phnnto:-; p.lnntf;; o>.r'; v : y! by h;v; , wXXX mm*; off tV 7 
prucJuu* tac;- ; -Jiru: rt lfif:Oonr*oJ.J. DocCiJ/.s f>iv**r;r i.'i \ 
nh'tnd of ?. ch\*fJi!A«v< . * " 

In the cGvc^iiu-nt butiytv.n tho CovcKir.u»ni of . 
I & v csl*' and* fcbn' Covw ?.Yi'«c*n k of fchr United f»t'nfe*c 
.tho F**4E Pbcfj , deliver*/ fcchudul*. uri.-? fi>:r.-«i in 
vr.c % OT (!-;:; oo k?( J,h ,;:j:f rluttMrtn' V.vs «il« 'villi", ' l J rov? " ! 

to Iwi» fc -S lid tuthnrisctf -it. fcfciijf fc?cs..»s.;j t;vcil^-la 
from thy fact ■ . 

■ * * * » 

• I (should llfco to \*:dri vhvt fchs lurm-V Air fc;yo^ 
will ii*?i«uir.v full ror.pon*.»5.bili fcy Por, tho imsiorSin^n 
abourptien of tiig pjcnwa cr. ihay uru dclivnv;:ri« • 
Early dolivory Bill *£i*o sn&big ua to advr,ii:;.j thn , 
nocoasary prcpar'n fcion fee khu absorption of nil Mm 
air em ft 'osdfep&d hy us\ ■ • 

* • • • . ♦ 

I trust that am: Faqu:i$4 will f «tvo?&bly 1 




Sincerely yattroi 

Lt. GoncTcil Y« Kcfcin 
Affl-£a&dtido# 



V, ; 



Thu Honorable 
Kelvin n« /Uird 
Secretary of Pcfsnsa 
Washington. i P,C\ • 
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MEMORANDUM 7 <^ 6 V 

| OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRFJAEJ f 

!' I & : - 

Mr. Packard: jL* 
i . . m 
I ReferenceJyour discussion i - ; 

with Mr. JUchjMnTon and Dr. 
^Kits^srynJllnraeJl: The attached 
IIpapefc^riiLg^ 



JfdCn to co: 
fcrately / j^p 




also 
emo to 




to all princi- 

mr discus - 
FdVjfde a basis 
*TG*id%nt. You 
to assure its accuracy 
with other principals to 
agree on any changes before it goes 
to the President. The ISA action 
officer on this is Mr. Harry 
Schwartz. 

Sec,D«f Coat Br. &J^j&Br-^ ^ 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Stopping the Introduction of Nuclear Weapons Into the 
Middle East \/T\ 

As I have reported to you, from el] of the evelleble Intel 1 Igence end 
from my rether Intensive conversations with Ambassador Rebln In the fa ll 
of I 



9$[ 



25X1 and 6, E.O.13526 



| Conversations on this subject with Ambassador Rebln were 

Interesting end revealing end ere attached at Tab A. At no time did 
the Ambassador seek to deny that Israel Is engaged In the devel opment 
and production of these weapons and of a | h as, well . 



2 



My essocletee and I concluded that the Israelis believe that If tlmel 
grow hard for them, they can somehow deter Irrational Arabs from attack- 
ing. (This, of cour se, would Imply that they consider the Fedeveen as 
no serious threat.) I 



25X6, E.O.13526 



Whatever the validity of Israel's position from Its own standpoint, It 
does not colnclda with tha Intarasta of tha Unltad Statas and, In fact, 
const It utas the s ingle most dangerous phenomenon In an area dangerous 
enough without nuclear weapons. 

I 

Tha problaa Is how to stop this development. If tha Israelis complete 
the development of a nuclear weapon with in the next 3 to 6 months — 
1 1 — we will be powerless to do 

more then Invoke sanctions. I.e., cease delivery of F-4s after the "Intro- 
duction 1 * of nuclear weapons Into the area. Such a negative course would 
take us nowhere. The Isreells would be unable and unwilling to put the 
genie beck In the bottle. Moreover, their requirement for convent lone) 
strength would be greeter, not less, and the likelihood of our actually 
Invoking the sanctions would not be greet In such circumstances. 
Furthermore, at any time prior to such events, or certelnly not long 
thereafter, we may wall be faced with public knowledge of the essential 
facts. So far these facts have remained In the category of vague, unsub^ 
stMntlafd, end not fully accepted rumors; but we are depending primarily 
on luck. Once the public Is made aware of the situation the Administra- 
tion's delicate task will become even more difficult. 

i 

As you know, we were aware of the Israeli advanced weapons activity last 
autumn when we negotiated with them for the sale of 50 Phantoms, Because 

* Seo Dor has Man. 

17 FEB 869 jf 
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of certain factors of which I have apprised you, we were unable at that 
time to extract from the Israelis agreement to sign the NPT and guarantee 
e cessation of work on nuclear weapons and strategic missiles. They did 
however, renew their agreement that Israel "will not be the first power 
In the Middle Eest to Introduce nuclear weapons , M and 11 not to use any 
alrcreft supplied by the United Stetes es e nuclear weapons carrier/ 1 
It was further made clear In the agreement that the American definition 
of 11 Introduction 11 would apply. (The agreement consists of an exchange 
of letters between Ambassador Rabin end myself deted 22 end 27 November 
1968, respectively, copies etteched et Teb B.) Furthermore, the govern- 
ment of Israel recognized our right "under unusual and compelling circum- 
stances, when the best Interests of the United Stetes require It, to 
cencel all or part of its commitment to provide F-4 aircraft and related 
equipment end services at any time prior to the delivery of these d%fen$% 
articles or performance of these services. 11 Such "unusual and compelling 
circumstances 11 would, under the terms of this egreement, not only exist 
were Israel to produce or possess nuclear weapons but at eny time In our 
opinion that their activities constitute e denger to the security to 
the United States. 

My extreme concern about the gravity of the risk leads me to urge that 
you consider another serious, concerted* and sustained effort to persuade 
isreel to cease and desist Its work on streteglc missiles end nuclear 
weapons. Some of the factors to be considered and my views on them, are: 

1. It would be pr%f%rab\% to have the negotiations in Washington 
(not Tel Aviv). Better control over the operations wJll exist here; It Is 
extremely difficult for eny Ambassador to convey fully the serious purpose 
of the U.S. Government end to be es tough as will be required In this case. 

2. The first demarche might best be made by the President, or by 
you end the Secretary of State together. Because the U.S. Government trted 
once unsuccessfully, high level participation Is needed to convey the 
strength of our purpose. Moreover, e Defense Department representative 
should be present' at all negot let Ions. 

3. An Isreel I request for e formal U.S. Security Guarantee es e 
quid pro quo can be expected. To accede to such a request would be 
tantamount to piecing all of our chips in the entire eree on Isreel for 
an Indefinite period end surely without commensurate control over IsrMl 1 ^ 
policies or actions. 

k. We mey have to offer, through en exchange of letters, to 
supply Israel wtth conventional weepons In such quantity and kind es to 
essure them superiority over any combination of Arab foes. However, we 
ere more or less in this position now. 

5. Because of probable resort to delaying tactics, a time limit 
should be set, efter which we would stop supplying F-4s end releted ser- 
vices. 




Israel's resistance to this proposition will be of e high order and all 
our influence would be required to overcome It. This Influence Is 
probably neither so great as other governments think nor so week as those 
who have long dealt with Israel believe. But we could not hope to succeed 
If 9 as we have done in the past, we concurrently placed equal emphasis on 
changing Israel's policies with respect to other matters of Importance 
to her — for example, to give, up the militarily Important Sine) to a 
hostile Egypt, to be generous with Jordan over Jerusalem and the West 
Bank, to give up her policy of retaliation, to adopt a negotiating stance 
with Ambassador Jarring which suits our taste, etc. 

If you agree with this course of action, you may want to discuss it with 
the Secretary of State with a view to approaching the President jointly. 
Although the President may wish to discuss the matter with the NSC 
members without putting it on the egenda — this extremely delicate 
operation would best be undertaken outside the regular NSC machinery. 

Ralph Eerie and Harry Schwartz, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near East 
end South Asian Affairs, are fully familiar with this matter. 




2 Enclosures: 

1 . Teb A - MemCons 

2* Tab B - Ltrs - 22 § 27 Nov 68 
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XEMCRiOnXjM FOR TBS SBCREEARf GOP STA23B 

A88ISIA8T TO THE PRB8XB BBT FOR HAJHOHAL SECURCTf JffiPAIRS 
B2H8CIQR, CEKERAL TSTSLLXOSKX ASBBCT . 

SUBJECT: Stopping the Introduction of Miclecr Weapons Into the Kiddle Bast 



From all of the available Intelligence ar4 from the intensive conver- 
sations here in Defense with Jabeaaador Rabin in the fall of 1968, LJ 

i 



I do not 

believe thle colncldea vith the lstereete of the Ohlted State*, and, in 
fact, constitutes the single moat dangerous phenomenon In an area dangerous 
enough without nuclear weapon** 

She problem is how to stop this development. If the Israelis complete 
the development of a nuclear weapon within the next three to six months 
— which le quite possible — we will be powerless to do more than Invoice 
sanction! * i.e., cease delivery of F-4e. after the "Introduction" of nuclear 
weapons Into the area. Such a negative course would not take us very far. 
The Israelis would be unable and unwilling to reverse their course. More- 
over, their requirement for conventional strength would be greater, not 
less, and the likelihood of our actually Invoking the sanctions would 
not be greet In such clreumstencfes. Furthermore, at any time prior to 
such events, or certainly not long thereafter, we may well be faced with 
public knowledge* of the essential facts. So far these facts have remained 
in the category of vague, unsubstantiated, and not fully accepted rumors; 
but we are depending primarily on luck. Once the public is made aware of 
the situation the Administration's delicate task will become even more 
difficult. 

I believe we should meet very soon to consider how to proceed on this, 
followed by an early meeting with the President. Because of the sensitivity 
and complexity of this iasue, I suggest this not be dealt with through the 
regular ISC machinery. 
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WMSRAWXH TOR M SBCHBIART OF DBBBBB 

SUBJECTS Stopping the Introduction of Unclear Weapons Into the 
Middle Bart 



The question of Israel 1 * Introduction of nuclear weapons into the Middle 
Seat is being proposed for BBC consideration in two different contexts: 
first, as part of en overall review and up-dating of the National Security 
Action Maaoraadum (HSAM) series of the last Administration; and second, 
as part of a response to BBSM 13 concerning ways to obtain signatures 00 
the HPT from various gover nments * 

As you knar from your conversations with Paul Warlike and from his 
memoranda* to you on this subject of 1$ February, our view is that this 
issue la too sensitive and too difficult to handle through the large 



his belief, which ve share 








25X1 and 6, E.O.13526 






_J Stopping this can only come about 



by direct intercession at the highest levels with the Government of Israel. 
Ve recocB&end two things* 

r 

1. Thxt Defense take the position that the Issue of Israeli acquisition 
of nuclear weapons n ot be addressed through the SBC machinery, 

87 



AHPBCVl ^ 
DISAPPROVE 




2. Siat you suggest an early meeting on this subject with Secretary Sogers, 
Nr. Kissinger, and Mr. Helms, 
your consideration and si 



APPROVE 



DISAPPROVE 




A memorandum to this effect is attached for 
B2 7 
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NSMDRAHSOM TOE ZEE SBGBBBEUEOt OF SHHMtt 

SUBJECT: Stopping the Introduction of Buclear Weapons Into the 
Middle Bast 



Background 

All available evidence suggest a that 



25X1 and 6, E.O.13526 



ffie 
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latest DXA assessment will he separately provided through SAO channels* 
I would add to this assessment three further Indications of Israeli in- 
tentions* Jirst, at no time during the extensive discussions on this 
subject ISA. had with Asbassador Bshln of Israel la st Bbveriber and 
December did Bah in attempt to deny that Israel was 1 1 
second, the recent evidence of Israel's acquisition 



of strategic computers j sad third, Israel's unwillingness to sign and 
ratify the HPT* 

As you know flrcm prior ISA memoranda and your conversations with Paul 
Varnke, the Defense Department tried and failed last year to make the 
supply of 7-4 aircraft contingent upon the halting by Israel of its 
nuclear weapons and missiles programs. President Johnson did not approve 
the Defense recanaendatioma. Xt Is of course possible to cancel any 
contract with another government, Including the 7-4 contract, as an act 
of sovereignty; more specifically, however, all contracts for the sale 
of U.S. military equipment include a provision that "under unusual and 
compelling circumstances " the Uhited States Tts^rvtu the right to cancel 
all or part of any contract not delivered. What the Defense Department 
did in negotiating the 7-4 agreement was to 00 pot Israel on notice 
that the U8Q Is aware of what Israel Is doing in the missile and nuclear 
field; M make an explicit connection between the "unusual and ecu* 
palling* clause end Israel 9 a assurances concerning the introduction of 
nuclear weapon**- in effect, raising the possibility that this Administra- 
tion would reconsider the 7-4 sale In light of Israel's nuclear programs; 
and (c) Identic a significant difference between US and THraeli inter- 
pretations of what constitutes "introduction*. {Israeli Ambassador Babin 
said that "introduction n would not occur until a weapon had been tested 
and lta existence publicly known; Varnke f s letter to Babin made clear 
that the American definition is that mere possession of nuclear weapons 
constitutes "introduction"). i iJr 

Tn*m*m**uM > ftpy / af^/jj — 




This deeiurent aaist not be 

F*fMa*sa4 *ii*V>:;-. rials;- ica 




sensitive — 



$ Secret sensitive 



Indicators 

la sunnary, intelligence report* indicate the following: 

1. Initial development of the Jffl-620 missile by the French for 
Israel under a 1963 contract with Avicns Marcel Dassault. 

2. Tha MD-620 missile is capable of carrying a 2200 pound warhead 
to range* of ZJO nautical mi lea— it could strike the Arab capitals of 
Cairo, Annan, Damascus, and Beirut* 

3. Of the initial buy of 25 missiles, two have bean delivered to 
Israel, five mora are due in, and the remaining 18 vera expanded in 
teats in Eranca. 

k. Missile B&D, production, test, and training facilities are new 
in Israel. 

5# Preparation of storage facilities for mobile deployment and 
recent construction of slloa is believed to be under way. 



1^ 
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zj (Share is, however, no bard specific 
evidence from our technical collection resources nor from our annual 
inspections of t he Dimona nuclear reactor to confirn their development of 
nuclear we apoas. ~ 




Tb* ToclM Available to Stop Israeli Missile and Hbclcar Bf forts 

*• grant or Withhold the Supply of Weapons ftrom the U.S. 

The kinds of actions which are both available and effective in stopping 
these development* depend on our control over tha most important arm and 

Cepy L of„7.5.— Copiel. 

JL_-ef Ltft-^agos 
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components on which Israel now relief. ttare le a vide range and increasing 
amount of military items constantly flowing to If reel both trees, the Depart- 
ment of Defense and from commercial suppliers . Th* aoat significant of 
these items nor are cenfbet aircraft, i.e., the Ark Shyhawfc and the 
ftantcm . (We fold to Israel 48 A-4e In 1966; In 1968 ve sold an addi- 
tional 52 A-4a, for a total of 100, of vhleh 2*2 have been delivered to 
date, and the balance are being delivered In monthly increments between 
now and Bovenfeer 1970. Delivery of JO 7-4 Hiantcms will begin In 
September of this year and continue through 1970). 

Because Israel's military strategy In the event of renewed hostilities Is 
necessarily a pre-emptive air strike, a dependable supply of aircraft 
trm the Ufcited Mates is essential to them; end for this reason, the 
threat to withheld these aircraft (i.e., to rianofrt or suspend deliveries} 
or the offer of additional aircraft and related Itans can be powerful 
inducements In our negotiations with Israel on ouclear weapons and 
strategic missiles* 

Wb could also, at an appropriate point in the negotiations, offer to meet 
Israel's future conventional military equipment requirement* . (Ve have 
already become, with the withdrawal of France, Israel's principal source 
of asms supply.) It Is In our Interest that Israel has a military capability 
sufficient to win any future war— and win it quickly— for the chance of 
U.S. or Soviet involvement Increases otherwise. 

b. U.S. -Israel Mrtual Security Treaty 

In theory at least, we could offer to Israel a mutual security pact. It 
may be that, In any case, Israel will request this sort of nearly imUmltM 
U.S. guarantee of its security before abandoning its nuclear and missile 
program** It if not to our advantage, however, either to make or to accept 
such a proposal] (l) A treaty Is not necessary for the protection of Israel; 
Israel will have for the foreseeable future a marked military superiority 
over Its Arab opponents* Tbi§ can be assured by a continuing flow of ana 
frcn the Ufaited States. (2) He would have no control over the circum- 
stances which would lead to the invocation of the treaty; we cannot control 
the actions of either Israel or the Arabs, and could not prevent renewed 
hostilities. (3) A treaty would establish a hew end unwanted precedent in 
oar relations with other near- nuclear states* (k) Sew obligations which 
could require the use of U.S. forces are urn 1 tardy to win the support of the 
Congress or the American people* 

c. Diplomatic and Economic Possibilities 

There are other foams of Influence ve can wield, but these are less easily 
managed and may even be disadvantageous for us. ffe could, for example, 
threaten to take diplomatic positions contrary to Israel's Interests on 
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various issues, particularly on the eettleaent proposals; or ve could, by 
various devices, reetrlct the flow of American capital to Israel. It la 
not at all clear that either of these steps would be effective but It is 
Airly clear that euoh action* would place this Government In a sore vul- 
nerable position If and when ve are required publicly to defend them. 



U8SB arms limitation for the Middle Seat. Vow that the Senate hae ratified 
the m, and vlth Israel ae one of the moat easily remarkable non- 
signatories of the treaty, the subject will almost automatically raise 
itself la any discussion vith the Soviets. Whatever is discussed or agreed 
vlth the Soviets, however, it Is only the U.S. that can make the Israelis 
cease their development of these weapons j the connection between our 
negotiations with the Israelis and our negotiations vlth the Soviets will 
probably be only to see what ve can obtain in the way of additional Soviet 
limitations on arms supplied to the Arabs in payment for what ve have to 
do in our own Interests la any case; i.e., stop Israeli production of 
nuclear weapons. 

Conclusions 

She object of our efforts is to stop now the development and production 
of strategic missiles and nuclear weapons by Israel. This is the most 
Important and most urgent of our objectives in the Middle Efcst. *bat ve 
have done so far is slqply to suggest to Israel the possibility of imposing 
sanctions after the event. This is inadequate. It is clear, moreover, 
that Israel is continuing its w ork on missiles and nuclear weapons despite 
the risk of sanctions « and that I 



its missile and nuclear prograa now under the threat of an arms embargo 
if they fall to comply and the promise of assured conventional military 
supplies if they do. Other kinds of actions are either ineffective or 
impractical. Specifically we should seek to: 

1. Gain private assurances from Israel /with inspection privileges J 
that It vlll cease and desist from development or acquisition of nuclear 
weapons. [ ~~ 




that it halt 



to inspect In principle.) 



We should, nevertheless, seek the right 
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2. Gala private assurances from Israel that it vlll cease and desist 
from further development or acquisition of strategic missiles, i.e., those 
capable of reaching most Arab capitals from Israel proper. (Although 
stopping missile production and deployment is second in priority to 
stopping nuclear weapons, It la Important that we stop the missiles 
because (a) ve will have stopped one means of nuclear weapons delivery 
and can have greater confidence in Israeli nuclear assurances, and (b) 

if missiles are deployed by Israel it will be assumed that they have 
nuclear warheads, and the practical results may be the same whether or 
not the nuclear warheads actually exist. ) 

3. Qaln public assurances from Israel that it will not acquire 
nuclear weapons by signing the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. 

Recommendation 

I recommend you propose, to Secretary Rogers and the President, an early 
meeting with Ambassador Rabin of Israel with the object of stopping 
Israel's missile and nuclear weapons programs and obtaining from Israel 
necessary assurances to this effect. 

Rabin should be called in by the President, or by you and Secretary Rogers. 
Although the negotiations with- Israel will be especially difficult, they 
will be less difficult If our demands for assurances are unequivocal and 
mads at the highest level. The kinds of assurances we require are as 
indicated above. It is obvious we cannot obtain absolute guarantees 
that Israel will forego strategic missiles and nuclear weapons forever; 
we can, however, make it more likely that missiles and nuclear weapons 
will not be used by stopping their production now and by creating a 
political obstacle —the necessity to renounce agreements and risk con- 
frontation with the United States— to their Later use. 

Our more detailed comments on the proposed negotiations are at !Tab A. 
A draft exchange of letters between the President and the Prime Minister 
of Israel is at Tab B. This could, in modified form, represent the end 
product of the negotiations, and is illustrative of the demands we would 
make of Israel and the things (i.e., assured military supplies) we would 
offer in r et u r n . 




> 



Attachments 



Dr. Tucker and Dr. Wlalske concur. 
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Considerations In the Begotlationo with Israel 



1. Dbe tali* should be bald in Wtshingtcn, not 9el Aviv. Better 
control over the operations will eorist bars; It Is extraaely difficult for 
any saflwuisador to convoy fully the serious purpose of the Uhlted Statea 
ao v o ra sa nt tad to be as tough sa will bo require* la this case* Jfcrtbex- 
bom, no axo im! Italy to find rayon* In Israel acre honest than Aribas eador 
Sfcln. '■' 

2* She first deaarcbe adgixt best bo made by the fteeldant, or by 
yon and tho Secretary of State together. High laval participation la 
needed to convoy the strength of oar puxpoeo* 

3* tto subsequent talis should bo disassociated txcm the peace 
aattlMMTit aegptiatloa* In order to amid o direct connactloo between the 
two by Ibid* Israel could clala va are aligning ourselves yitfr the Arabs 
and tho Soviet Uhioo to their' detriaen* . Daflanao rspreseatativea should 
of eourao bo full partieipante In tho prep arati on for and during tho 
actual negotiations* 

$r % ahould trm the ooteet put the cam on the Israelis. Va 
ahould dl«pel aqy IMaaicno Iarael aay bo under that the theory, of nuclear 
deterrence that applies between the U.S# and aassla can sgsgply between 
Israel and Its ^actional and Irrational enealee. She laraella ara the onee 
who are iateoduclng a mv and vastly nor* dangerous alaaewt Into tho Middle 
Surfed 2hoy* not «** era raisin* the possibility of nucleeqr war» - Stay are 
'. * Ifo a&M^ 2sey are' the onee 

who threaten the ffcllure of the HEF. It la they who riak a confrontation 
with the Oa&teff States. Bay are the onae mtk±m our position In support 
of Iarael untenable* As soon as they halt their nissile and nuclear pro* 
grass^ our relationship can return to normal » 

5+ She earlier wo begin the better, for the closer Iarael gate to 
nuclear weapons and nissiles, the harder It will be to get then to atop. 
Moreover, we nay aoon lose control of the situation, tor It will alaost 
surely enter tho public consciousness In the very near future; In fact, It 
Is already starting to do so. 

6« Our daaamds aust be unequivocal. Moral suasion and prolonged dis- 
cussion does not wosfc with Israel* Sis nust set scan time Halts, tte 
Israelis present en unusually coherent and aggressive front when pursuing 
their objectives. Israel alaoet certainly will try to delay footnal die* 
cuselcns sad a decision as long as possible, stalling for tiae as it rushes 
to ccaplrte its prcgreae. 

% Negotiations with Israel on this natter will be especially diffi- 
cult. By placing deaands on Israel to stop aaUng nuclear weapons- a 
public confrontation with that goi o a naa tt t Is possible— although only 
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litoly if (*) they think w are bluffing, or (b) they believe they could 
reverse our position by to doing* They could use their full range of 
assets la the United States to persuade us to abandon our demands. !Phey 
would not, however, enter lightly into such a course, because the intro- 
duction of nuclear weapons by Israel will not be an issue on which they 
could expect the kind of uncontested American support they have achieved 
on other Issues and because, if they flailed to reverse our policy, the 
long range effects could be very bad indeed* 

8. The kinds of demands ve must make of Israel are: 

a* unequivocal written assurances by them that they will stop 
developing or manufacturing, and will not otherwise acquire, strategic 
missiles or nuclear weapons; and that they will not test or deploy those 
strategic missiles they now have; 

b. that Israel will sign and ratify the SET within a certain 
specified period; and 

c. that the United States will be offered the opportunity to 
"visit* (Inspect) appropriate sites in Israel on a periodic basis* 

9# There are several problems with the proposal for Inspection rights 
that we have not yet resolved* Wbat sites, for example, should we inspect? 
We believe we can identify their missile facilities, but we have not 
located a nuclear weapons facility. V# believe it is possible for Israel 
to develop nuclear weapons in secrecy which we would not be able to detect 
with our technical collectors or with inspection privileges, (jbr a 
Judgment of the level of assurance that we could continue to detect such 
developments by clandestine means, we recommend that you ask Dick Helms. ) 



10, It is important that we seek assurances from Isra el for halting 
both strategic missiles and nuclear weapons programs: (l) 



(2) The missiles are of little or no 



value with high explosive (H2j warheads except as terror weapons similar 
to the German 7-2 rockets. They are not militarily cost-effective (they 
have a GEP of about one-half mile); aircraft would be far more effective 
and efficient for conventional weapons delivery. It would be out of 
character for Israel to ignore the cost-effectiveness relationship. 
Continued Israeli production of missiles would suggest Israeli intention 
tc use non-conventional warheads. (3} Stopping strategic missile production 
and deployment is intimately connected to stopping the nuclear weap ons 
program. Tfe can more easily, | ] monitor 

Israeli missile progress and, oy stopping missile development, can have 
greater assurance that Israel is not secretly proceeding to produce 
nuclear weapons, (k) Once the missiles are deployed it will be generally 
assumed that the missiles, do in fact have nuclear verheads, and the 
practical results may be the same whether or not the nuclear warheads 
actually exist. 
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U. It is obvious we cannot obtain absolute guarantees that Israel 
will forego missiles and nuclear weapons forever; ve cannot take away 
their capability, (Eba key point is, however, that ve would make it more 
likely that nu c l e ar veapons would not ba used by stopping their pro- 
duction now and by creating a political obstacle— the necessity to re- 
nounce agreements and risk confrontation with the United States—to 
their later use. 
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Draft/21 March 1969 

Dear Madam Prime Minister: 

My colleagues and I have net vlth Ambassador Rabin on the issue of 
Israel's missile and nuclear weapons programs, and the relationship of 
these programs to Israel's security and military needs and American 
security Interests. As you veil toov, the U.S. Government, my predecessors 
and I have a consistent fundamental interest in the veil being of Israel; this 
will be true of future American Governments also, for It represents the be- 
liefs of the American people, and has been reflected in both our public and 
private statements and actions since the rebirth of Israel In 19W. I do 
not have to recall for you the strong associations of our two countries 
over these past years. It is because of this deep commitment of the 
American Government and people to Israel and Israel's security that ve have 
been assisting in the maintenance and Improvement of her military posture, 
despite the adverse political consequences this entails for American Interests 
in the Middle East and the difficulties I believe this poses tor the working 
out of a settlement In the Bear East. 

There Is, however, an issue of overriding Importance to the security 
interests of both our countries about which understandings between us must be 
reached: the issue Is Israel's development of strategic missiles and nuclear 
weapons . It appears that your Government is proceeding with the acquisition 
and production (and perhaps anticipates testing) of strategic missiles, and 
has taken long strides toward the acquisition of nuclear weapons. I know of 
no reason that requires such a step by Israel. Your conventional capabilities 
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are nov and will continue to be markedly superior to the Arab capabilities . 
ate Sgyptlan zdaeile program is Insignificant, and their nuclear capability 
non-existent* 

We have had many Ions years v of experience with nuclear weapons. 3hsy 
cannot he measured solely la kUotooa of destructive power or abstract theories 
of deterrence In the Middle last. You cannot count on the rationality of 
your opponents when they themselves represent basically Irrational forces. 
Ihe use of nuclear weapons would affect the very fiber of society, and would 
involve not Just Israel and bar Arab opponents, but all countries and all 
peoples i The Introduction of either strategic missiles or nuclear weapons 
into an area so unstable and so volatile as the Middle Bast vastly complicates 
the security problems of all nations and greatly endangers the security 
interests of Israel and the Dtalted State a. 3be course you are aafbar&cd upon 
la extremely dangerous for all of us* You run great risks and by so doing 
you Involve directly the security of the tblted States* Xou make the position 
of the United States In support of .Israel and as principal supplier of Israel's 
conventional military arms quite untenable* It is for these reasons that I 
must Insist on certain assurances. 

Ore assurances we require are the agreement that your Government will 
not test or deplcy those strategic missiles nov In Israel; will not acquire 
or produce additional missiles ; will not develop, manufacture, produce or 
otherwise acgylre nuclear weapons; and will sign and ratify the Aiclear Von- 
Proliferation Treaty* In order to Insure a fseling of mutual trust between 
cur countries on this subject, I ask that Dtatted States representative g be 
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briefed fully an the missile/warhead program of Israel asd that they be 
permitted to visit related facilities. Such visits would follow the 
pattern of our visits to your installation at Dimona. Basse conditions 
are difficult for you I realize; however; the consequences of nuclear 
proliferation are so devastating, and so dangerous to both our countries, 
I mist put them forward as essential. 

Ve for our part are prepared to see that Israel will continue to 
receive sufficient conventional military equipment to meet its legitimate 
security needs. Our willingness to sell T-k aircraft— the most modern 
fighter/banber in the world now i$ active service— and to engage in dis- 
cussions of fufure Israeli military equipment requirements make this 
quite clear. 



DRAJT/20 March 19^9 

Dear Mr, President: 

I have received your letter of . April 1969, and hare studied care- 
fully the detailed reports of the conversation! in Washington. I vieb to 
assure you that ay Government now fully understands the position of the 
United States vith respect to the introduction of nuclear weapons and 
strategic missiles into this are*. I vlsh to reaffirm to you the prior 
assurances of my Government that Israel vill not be the first to Introduce 
strategic missiles or nuclear weapons into the area, and that ve vill not 
develop, teat, manufacture, or otherwise acquire strategic missiles or 
nuclear weapons without prior consultation with the United States, and will 
provide to the United States full information on our present strategic missile 
and nuclear programs and the opportunity to visit quarterly the sites in 
Israel related to these programs. As you know, my Government has today signed 
and will soon ratify the Buelear Son-Proliferation Treaty. 

My Government further understands that it is the intention of the United 
States Government to meet Israel's legitimate conventional security needs, 
and to this end it is our understanding that representatives of the Uhlted 
States Government will meet at an agreed early date with representatives of 
the Government of Israel to begin discussions of Israel's requirements for 
conventional military equipment during the next five years. 
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MEMORANDUM OP CONVERSATION 

SUBJECT: Negotiations vith Israel - F-4 and Advanced Weapons 



Participants: 



Israeli Bide 



Ambassador of Israel^ Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rabin 
Minister Shlomo Argov, Israeli Embassy* 

j MA J or "J General Hod, Commander, Israeli Defense Force Air Force 

Birigadier General David Carmen, Defense* and Armed Forces Attache 
Mr. J. Shapiro, Director, Ministry of Defense Mission, New York 

United States Side 

Assistant Secretary 'of Defense (ISA), Paul C. Warnke 

Deputy Assistant. Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H, Schwartz 

Deputy Director, HBSA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murray 

Time: 1400 - 1^5, 4 November 1968 

Place: Assistant Secretary Warnke 9 s Office, Pentagon 

. ••• • . •, 

Ambassador Rabin opened the "conversai'on by referring to his meeting on 
30 October vith Ambassador Ha^V, "in vhiclt Hart had asked Rabin to write a 
proposed Memorandum of Understanding incorporating the provisions Israel 
considered necessary to the F-K sale. This was written and delivered to' 
Ambassador Hart. "We put in it what we -thought was necessary, following 
the precedent of the prior agreement (A-4 aircraft). 11 Last Friday, 1 November, 
Rabin said he received a call from Department of State to the effect that 
"in principal, the answer is yes" with regard to Israel's request for F-ks 
and that he was to get in touch with Mr. Warnke. Ambassador Rabin said that 
today he would like to get agreement on how we proceed but not go into details. 

Mr. Warnke said that he would like at the outset to set forth tbo United 
Stated' position. The President agrees in principal to the sale* It is a 
difficult decision, not because we are not interested ^Ln Israel 9 s security, 





* *b\xb precisely because ve are interested. Heretofore, ve have avoided 
'/becoming the principal arms supplier to Israel. Wherever possible ve have 
axrged that Israel acquire Its arms from other Western countries. We felt 
-that this vas to, our mutual benefit for it lessened the risk of US-USSR 
confrontation in' the Middle East and therefore lessened the dangers to the 

• security of the United States and Israel. We would prefer to continue that 
policy; however, the Europeans apparently have opted out, and the French 
particularly seem* reluctant to supply the Mirage aircraft Israel has purchased. 

- Mr. Warnke stressed that with a decision to go ahead on the sale of 

aircraft ve vill have a different set of - circumstances concerning .our supply 

•. relationship to Israel. We vill henceforth become t^e principal arms supplier 
to Israel, involving us even more intimately with Israel's security situation 
and ^ involving more directly the security of the United States. 

Mr. Wamke reminded Ambassador Rabin that Secretary Rusk had talked vith 
Foreign Minister Eban about the problems- and the dangers of strategic missiles 
and nuclear weapons. Mr. c Wamke referred specifically to the paragraph In 
the standard sales contract which permitted cancellation "under unusual and 
compelling circumstances *f he suggested that Israeli acquisition of strategic 
siissiles and nuclear weapons Would comprise such circumstances. Mr. Wamke 
told Ambassador Rabin that because thtf security of the United States vas 
clearly involved ve must seek from the Government of Israel certain assurances:* 

. I • ' " . " 

(1) that Israel vill not test or deploy strategic missiles, 

{'''•' 

(2) that Israel vill not develop, manufacture, or otherwise* acquire 
strategic missiles or nuclear weapons, 

.(3) that Israel Vill sign and ratify the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

At a subsequent point in the conversation, Mr. Warnke mentioned the inspection 
arrangement at Dlmona as a precedent that might be required here. 

Mr. Wsrnke noted that Ve had not sought such specific assurances in our prior 
agreements because, based on the, information ve had at that time, these develop- 
"ments vere not imminent. Our present information, however, indicates that 
Israel is on the verge of nuclear weapons and missiles capability. This 
development would seriously and adversly affect the security interests of the 
United States; it involves the Soviet Union and risks a US-USSR confrontation; 
it dramatically changes the situation In the area. 

(Ambassador Rabin did not dispute In any way our information on Israel's 
nuclear or missile capability,- nor did he comment directly on the assurances 
. ve requested. He did not seem 'particularly surprised or upset at Kr. Vfernfce'c . 
presentation. He referred to the fact that the Israeli position on the question 
of Israeli nuclear and missile programs had been conveyed to .Ambassador Barbour.) 

Ambassador Rabin observed that this question (of missiles and nuclear weapons) 
had been raised two weeks ago, arid that an answer was given by the Israeli 
Government to. the "United States Embassy in Israel. '■I don't have anything 
%o add to my Government's position." Rabin said he was asked to draft a 




'4- 





r 3 



"^fte^randurtf. ojr Understanding which be. had donlTarid- whfcb "ve 'have'. * Rabin said 
fyp&K"!** IW. V i8h - $P . 8U «8 e8 ^. changes or additions' to that memoritodiun^you of 
fccurfre' may do; so. ; Rabin- rep*rked' that, when'he" saw Secretary 'ftusk* on -Sunday/ 

•-^bte^isiiwetMy* »aar that ■ tut AJ^^ acciptahc 

-that, we accept your, draft Memorandum, of Understanding.? r.: 

j-j: . cji... * ..■ t - . - - . ..... c_ ».*.«_.. *~ • - - - - - - ~ • - • 

Commenting more generally," Ambassador Rabin said that Israel did" not come to- 
£he. United States for military equipment when it could go "elsewhere; with" " 
£th*er governments Israel did hot! have' the. problem of" "conditions" that it has 
Vlth the United States.' In any case/ we dp hot see, said Rabin, that your 
- celling us 50 Phantoms changes- things. appreciably. ^ . - — - — 



C 



Mr. Warlike said that it ip not just 50 Phantoms, but 50 Phantoms plus 100 

r tekyhawks plus the great variety of 'other equipment that Israel is requfesting 

'that makes the policy we are entering upon a distinct change from our prior 
policy. Nevertheless, the United States is interested in doing what is necessary 
-to. assist Jlsrael. —ppinions. vary on how.be6t;to do this. _fcut .our goal is the 
same. It is for this reason that we cure so concerned with Israel's missile and 
nuclear plans and intentions and this is why we need to "up-date" your assurances 
to us. on these matters. . 

Mr. Warake told Ambassador Rabin that we. would prepare by tomorrow for his 
review a revised Memorandum of Understanding incorporating the kinds of assurances 
ire require. Mr. Warrike asked if there were other questions that Ambassador Rabin 
would like to speak about today. 

i 

Ambassador Rabin said that he would like to call to our attention the current 
Israeli intelligence appreciation of the build-up of -Soviet aircraft in E&ypi 
and Syria. He said that the figures General Weizman had presented us in 
September 1967 had proven to be entirely too low. The inventories that Wcrlzsan 
had projected for those two countries by 1970 had in fact already been exc -.-e.Ied 
on 1 November 1968. .Ike Ambassador undertook to provide details separately. 
Rabin went on to say' that a number of technical terms needed going into, for, 
example, Israel would like a certain number — the more the better — of F-Ui 
delivered in the first half of 1969' (he. later put the number at 25 aircraft) . 
He attributed the urgency to "what was happening on the other side . " Rabin ^aid 
that they would* like credit arrangements if possible, preferably on the saca 
terms as the first Skyhawk sale (10 per cent down, 3* per cent interest, 10 ' 
years repayment). Rabin said they would like the F«4E configuration generally, 
but wish to include in the 50 aircraft 6 RF-4Es. Ambassador Rabin and General 
Hod asked if they could begin discussions on the F«4il with the Air Force. 
Mr. Warnke said he would inform them when this was possible. 
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Israeli Si de 

< . mm 1 — ■■ • 

Embassador of Israel, Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rabin 
Major General Hod, Commander! Israeli Defense Force Air Force 
"Brigadier General David Cannon, Defense and Armed Forces Attache 
Mr. J. Shapiro, Director, Ministry of Defense Mission, New 'York 

United States Side 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Paul C. Wamke 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schwartz 

Deputy Director, HESA Region (ISA), Robert J. Mitrray 



Time: 1410-lWO, 5 November 1968 



Place: Assistant Secretary Warnkc'e Office,' Pentagon 



;:;: Mr; Warnke told Ambassador Rabin that what he had done was to set out in 
a Memorandum of Agreement the points discussed yesterday. Mr. Wamke then 
' passed the memorandum to Ambassador Rabin to read. - 

Ambassador Rabin , having finished reading the memorandum said: "As I 
understand it you put three basic conditions to the sale of F-4s." 

Mr. Warn Ice said that the word "understandings" would perhaps be more 
appropriate. 

Ambassador Rrbln said "I prefer to put it in iny words: First, Israel will 
not test or deploy strategic missiles; second, we will not acquire strategic 
missiles or nuclear weapons; and third we would sign and ratify the Nuclear 
: Non-Proliferation Treaty. You^also ask to »:akc inspections, making a fourth 
condition." Ambassador Rabin asked: "Is this the official United States 
position, that without these conditions we do not get Phantoms?" 
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Mr* Warnke : "Jfcat would be my 'recorapendation, " Ambassador Babin said he* 
X v _ was not In a iJpsitlon.to give, his Gcvernment^.ansygrL, _ 

±M„+ m ..j- Vtr. Warnke said ve understood that. He would like to say that the words 
of the memorandum were his. It is the assurances ve seek, not the form. 

Ambassador Rabin restated that he could not give his Governments posit ion 3 
.'• — But that his reaction "was: "I don't believe Israel is going to-eccept 

conditions within a Memorandum of Understanding about selling the Phantoms . 
- ftfe were told more than once that there would be no conditions at least 
not those kinds of conditions. 11 Hie Ambassador then added, haltingly: 
"It would be a pity — all these conditions on paper — just for 50 
-Phantoms."- • ; . . . . 



Mr. Warnke said that ho, did not consider what was being discussed was "just 
$0 Phantom aircraft." fie said that if we sold these 50 Phantom aircraft to 
.Israel/ our position would have changed markedly to one of the principal 
; supplier of arms to Israel and he thought that the significance of this 
— 'Change is something that should be thought about very carefully by the 
llsraeli Government as well as by our own. It is of great Importance to 
Israel on the one hand and it is of significance to the United States on 
/the other because it means that th.e security of the United States Is more 
closely Involved in the area. It is this larger matter "which should be 
.considered concurrently with the assurances for which we have asked. 

Ambassador Rabi n dald that it would be possible to have discussions on 
each of the items. •• But he again said, as his personal reaction, that "to 
havfe these conditions just for selling of 50 Phantoms, I don't think, it 
is right. M 

Mr. Warn ke repeated that the Department of Defense would' consider any other 
form which would give us similar assurances . that Israel would care to 
.■ propose. Ambassador Rabin asked for time to study the memorandum more 
• carefully. He asked also whether, in the meantime, it would be possible 
" for Major General Hod to talk with the U.S. Air Force. 

Mr. Warft ke said that he had spoken with Mr. Hoopes, Under Secretary of the 
Air Forcc7 who agreed to arrange for a ?-h% briefing for General Hod and 
would expect a call from Hod tomorrow. . 

Mr. Warnk e said that we had drafted the Memorandum of Agreement so that 
Israel could see clearly the -things that trouble us. Whether the assurances 
we receive are contained in separate documents or whether ve ca-ue to separate 
understandings is, to our way of thinking, irrelevant. We feel vc must knov 
what missile and nuclear developments ere going on In the Middle East. Thcte 
vitally affe6t the national security interests of the United States. There 
has been a long and strong relationship between our two countries. t?e must 





have autual tiiist and confidence. We have not had mutual understandings 
-aftd therefore -the facts as ye new know, them have frankly cone as a surprise 
and Bhpb* tq us. Ambassador Babin a sked: "What, may I asks comes as a 
|jgogSg]ycgT'" Mr* Warnke replied: 
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u (Ambassador Rabin made no reply. "After a 
&dfcftt; tie said: "General Hod vill call, Mr. Hoopes tomorrow. ") 



Mr. Warnke * said that he would be gone for the next several days, hut if 
It va s necessary to have further discussions in this period that the 
Ambassador should contact Mr. Nitze or Mr. Schwartz. h 
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Refer toi I-35S93/63 
(Third Session) 



HmORAUtm OF CONVERSATION 

SUBJECT: Negotiations with Israel - F-4 and Advanced Weapons 



Participants: 



Israeli SI de r 




Ambassador of Israel, Ltc'dtenmt Central Yitzhak Rabin 
flfnfster Shloroo Argov, Israel I Embassy 

ttajor General Kod t Contfirmdcr, Israeli Dafense Force Air Force 
Brigadier Ceneral David Carbon* Defense end Armed Forces Attache 

United Statos Side 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Paul C. feternho 

Deputy Assistant Secretory of- Defense (ISA), Harry \l. Schwartz 

Deputy Director, KESA Heglon (ISA), Robert J, tterroy 

Tine: KIM^ @ Kovw&er VA? \ 

Place: Assistant Secretary t/srnke's Office, The Peritenon 



A$?$Mfor . jjtoj>l n begen tho conversation by asking v.helher Kr« l/arnfce ted 
diat^ed his wind with respect to the assurances we had requested of th* 
Is reed 1 Coverryjc.Mt. (!r. t'arnko replied In the nc^atJvfe. 

^i^?.V^!L!i^Jjl» ikying Ms vert's Might not bo dlplc.-tttlc, read fro;<i a , t 
prrpr.ferf*w)king pr-,>?r follcvs: 

"I wish to ®d<£rc££ rv/v^lf first to Article 3 of your proposed 
Kfcssoron^uM of A* reliant • * I am r#o;/ In a position to cenflm thH 
*y tr?$l/tfj perfwal reaction 170?* ffWHJ W3*lt'f$ tftf* pnrcrrr.,r;h 
ncroly, l tot It Is cc.v*tc£ftly ic~ccc;>Ublo to i>: »<■ Is Indcrd i .7 
Cov^rr ;.';;it # r» off icial post tier:. Vo have C£/*o here for lUz pt*r|?£&* 
of p:.*rcfc;str,g 50 rfcttitc-ts* l/e h#v* r.ot c ;;e hero to orc*:*r to 
eort$t£3 th: sovereignty of Cic State of (great* mt even for 50 
PiV:ntc:.,5 f Furthermore, I v;I:h to ft*M ttoi.ttt cesistder -Article 3 
to be In the: nature cf a very ta|or condition prevent to the 
sale of afrcrcft end It 1$ tfttfeffcra r:ot cccrptibic* to us rise sc 
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a ratter of principle. Ky 6ovcrn*ent f s position Is that the 
rotters raised In Artlclo 3 are extraneous to the question before 
us, namely, the terms for the sole of 50 F-4 aircraft. These 
wattcrs hsve been tho subject of separate discussions between car 
two Governments* Host recently, 22 October lS6? f wo submitted 
through the U.S. Ambessacbr to Israel a comprehensive statement 
concerning those Issues, the contents of which I can make available 
to yon new* 

"Accordingly. I should like to propose that Israel's assurances 
In connection with the theoretical question of thp use of the 
planes for tho foil very of nuclcsr weapons remains os submitted 
to you In our original proposal, namely, that the Government of 
Israel agrees not to use eny elrcrafts supplied by tho U.S. as 
a nuclear weapons carrier. I en also authorised to reaffirm. In 
this connection, that It Is Israel's tong-st^ndlng policy not to 
% be the first to Introduce nuclear t*capons Into tho Kiddie Cast. 
Assurances to thet effect can be Incorporated Into the agreement* 

,f rlay I also cogent en tho Preeablo to Article 3 find state that 
tho fiovemaent of Isrcel docs not consider Itself Qualified to 
express en opinion on utat constitutes an endortgeraent of the 
security Intercuts of tho U,5. This Is the exclusive prerogative 
of the Covenant of the'U.S* Similarly, with reference to sub- 
section 2 of Article 2» Ifo C*v*rr^;.nt of tercel doc-s net foci thet 
It Is quel If la;? to cedent o;> i;hct Is or is not a >»:oJcr tenet of . 
U.S. policy. A<;aln, this Is the cxclustyo prerogative* of the U.S. 
Covenant. ; ; 

"Tftfa'Ic iv/ Covenant's pesltfen ext. tto only !> ;r.5s en i.hlch ta 

.... .. cons I e'er It possible to conduct negotiations for tho purctese of 

military equipment — in this cacc, £0 Ffcentoas/ 1 

Ci^'^ % ^ZJ^!i!i!i9 having finished r*a<3r.g fren Ms prepared trnt, curved 
thct ^rn^'/hl of the A-.xrlcn Cvcft Iteorendwa of Agrcwont Is tfr» e;:cct 
tvortff r;* of tf:a ftctwamV* of fo&rfcicatfj*?, end therefore n-c!s r^wthvg 
no/. Co reiterated th-t tercel c*f d believes thrt they i.^re qualified 
to cc.:^nt or Co vnko Jm'$mnt$ concern! the points cover zi In ArSvcls 2. 
Ar.:ba&s$dor Itebln also thc-joJrt tfcst Article 5 on secrecy uas rot even rs 
favorable as tU:i per*£r^pfi en fceerccy In the A*Ij Asrerftent, ul-.ieh he tfcsufjtf 
v.:s "wo r.utu^I/' Rrftln c^vltf, bevever, tfcot this was n>t a r:?Jcr point. 

(At this paSr.1, A^ssn^r fcnJ.fn pesced to Kr.-i'ern!:* c cej>y of tJ** 
fievornr. a ;:it of hrcol'i: *t3tv;:cnt u'llch ir<J frc:n r;lv; :j Co A^Usscd&r !.nr<>ur 
c;\ i3 Ccicber ISC:?. Mr* tfar&he oIcns\*d at ft, ci/*flr,-:cd ti*ct m h\t&:i£/ k%4 



a ccpy, end returned It to Abbess; 







* * 



fefeawjbr Rabin seld that General Hod had mot with the Air Force. General 
Hod said tbet, while he had one briefing, nothing raore was being done, 
the Air Force was wetting for Mr. ttoopes. Mr. Schwartz explained that 
Mr. Boopes had forwarded the Israeli requests to Mr. Warnke, but, because 
fir. Warnko had Just returned from Europe, he had not yet teen Mr, .Noopes 1 
ciesorendua. 

Mbassarfor Ra b I n said: "So thorai we are." Mr, Warnke said: "Yes, Mr, 
/tabessador. ye have managed to isolate a iwjor difference." 

Mr, Iterate said he would like to take Issue with two pblnts raised by the 
Aft&assador: first, that our request for assurances In connection with 
the sale of the F-4 aircraft is extraneous. What Israel does with strategic 
missiles and nuclear weapons effects the notional security of the United 
States, "It Is the not lone! security of the United States that I am charged 
with protecting. By law I era required to consider the lapact of the sale 
on the United States. You, from your* vantage point, do not have to accept 
«y judgments, but I en required to mko thai/ 1 Second, the assurances we 
have requested are not, and are not Intended to he, cnS'nvcslon of sovereignty. 
All International cgrcewnts Imp Inge on absolute sovereignty. Our request 
Is no different than other International Agreements. 

fi&jy&H&S **' d that UcmvQf these negotiations cc^o out ho has felt that 
this die lc£uo has b<j?n useful, M j fcevo felt It w&s Important to get acres s 
to y&u J»ov; we fee] cbzut Israel's Deficit ten of strategic ritsstlvj .\nd 
nuclear v ? co ; >o;*s. As yew knew, there Is a provision In our seies contract . 
th*t pewits cancellation of tho contract by the United States for 'unusual 
end 'cor/pel ling clrctnsfcrr.cc5. D To m 9 If Isrszl f,oo& chevd with Its 
missile* £*'id nuclear pro^rafts this vould Involve tl&at percjraphj and while 
t con nst speak for rht~Mxf eC»lr»!str*t!on, I f*$l sure tl;ey will fcc*J 
"the s&ae lioy tcoV Therefore* to a <coas Ida rob Jo extent, the argunents we 
are having about the wording of assurances are aero words end not cvfcctanco. 
The si:L<st:;r.ce renins t!$e sine, 11 

^t^&^ J LS^k}.tl *- frfs ,( ' Wte&8**t*-fl«l you would like to bsv* assurances 
i<£oM tfcc *.?y~your fcsrtVare Is golr.g w to used no* os a nuclear 
*W-&ns rcrrf^r." Put In Article 3 ye?j csfc for ell the rl^Iits to tacw and 
for us to f:lv^ fsgrftrra-ht for you to Inse ct In ct>r country. We Hero very 
careful rot to ueo the word "for-prct 11 with respect to f4moncu Wo sea In 
tf;:j two v.wto c?v!te a <1 f foresee. T??c word ■Visit" f:«K» you ere a gi*ost In 
ovr t&feitry not «ii Ir^pcctor, 

irr. Vrjrtil£ r :: f i.?; M l w*vjld be f.rcj:r.rcd to ccccjv* an {.cm^ttftt. to c;,r ru-vcrrhiVi 
ftubstlTutTnr- "visit" for iMpoctJon. 11 

£^^l c hC f " : '' f ' 5 <l ^° f33v0 fcn t^cnxnl lorry.". 

safe': "Yes, tat thst' allies only to f *V*;w, rot to ti;? cites 
where. missiles ere biifnp produced" (nervous Itugtocr I«j l&raellsK 

M-WI 




AmbflSfio dor Rabin asked: "What do, you call strategic missiles In the 
ftfeb-lsraell context? 1 . 1 J\r. .Warpfce repl led: "Those capable of reaching 
the Arab capitals." Rabin egroc?d, saying: if At least wo hove the same 
definition/ 1 Ka also convoantcd that the missiles ,! would not reach all 
the Arab capitals," / - 

Mr. Wernfce observed that tho P-4 aircraft would bo part of Israel total 
defenso environment; that thoy would be used, as the General well knew & 

_ . to protect strategic qIssIIo sites as wall as other possible targets. 

lt~ls"the totality of Israel 1 * defense that wo arc Involved Inj It Is not 
Just o question of aircraft. 

foihasr.ad or fob In said: "You are~6nly sotting "arms* How do you feet y&u have 
the right to ask all these things?" 

fjf'r, tarnfeo" sotii ""I think I cto. * Otherwise f wouldnjt bring It up." 

£SS&3&S8£2Im ^Id; ,{ Wo have prorots'fld not to carry nuclear weapons and 
that wo cS *;oo would not be the first to Introduce nuclear weapons Into 
the Wddlo Ea st. 11 



2£&J^£!&* replied; t "V/e will think 'cfcout what you have said and talk with 
Sf7crctr?ry~CIIfford Secretary [.'fixe. I will talk with you <;galn 
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/, Refer to: 1-35993/68 
rj , (Fourth Session) 



MEMORANDUM 0? CONVENTION 

8UBJECT: Negotiations vlth Israel - F-4 and Advanced Weapons 



Participants: 



Israeli Side 



C 



Ambassador of Israel, Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rabin 
Minister Shlomo Argov, Israeli Embassy 

Major General Hod, Commander,. Israeli Defense Force Air Force 
Brigadier General 'David Camion, Defense and Armed Forces Attache 

Uhltcd States Side ' . 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Paul C* Warnke 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry. H. Schwartz 

Deputy Director, MESA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murray 

... 

Time: 1530 - 1630 12. November 1968 

. * j . 

Place: Assistant Secret ary Warnke's Office, 3$e Pentagon 

* * • 3 

Mr. Warnke opened the meeting by saying that, as he had indicated in a 
previous discussion, ve are Interested in substance and not form in the matters 
ye have been addressing. We believe' It is your feeling that Israel will not 
and cannot accept our request for advance assurances concerning strategic 
missiles and nuclear weapons as preconditions to tbe contract. You propose 
alternative formulations to.be Included In the contract which are essentially 
reaffirmations of earlier agreements: not to use American aircraft to carry 
nuclear weapons, and not to be the first to Introduce nuclear weapons Into the 
area. In* our discussions I believe I have made clear to you our interpretation 
of "unusual and compelling circumstances M which would require that we cancel 
the F-4 contract. The contract would provide that action Inconsistent with 
these assurances would constitute such circumstances. On these bases I believe 
ve can draft an agreement that ''will 'be acceptable to you and which will meet 
your requirements - although not fully meeting mine. 

Mr. Warnke observed that he could not find in the record any understanding of 
what Israel means by the provision: "Israel will not be the first to introduce 
nuclear weapons into the area." Mr. Warnke asked the Ambassador what was meant 
by this term? 
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\ Ambassador Rabin jsaild* that "it means what we have said, namely, that ve would 
not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons ." Mr. Warnke asked what 

^.specifically was meant by the word "introduce. 11 Embassador Habin said, "you r 
are more familiar with these things than we are. What is your definition of 
nuclear weapons?" Mr, Warnke said that there are two aspects to the question: 

• the- definition of what is and what is not a nuclear weapon, and what is and what 

• Is not introduction into the area. Regarding the first, if there are components . 

available that could be assembled to make a* nuclear weapon — although part_ A 

may be in one room and part B in another room — then that is a nuclear weapon. 

" As for introduction, that Is your term and you will have to define it. . Does 
i/t mean no physical presence? Ambassador Rabin said, "I suppose so." 

. _ : 

Mr. Warnke said: "what if you have access to nueiear weapons that are in another 

country? Is that then 'introduction 1 "? Ambassador Rabin asked if we believed 
...that this was the situation. Mr. Warnke replied that he was Just trying to 

find the Israeli definition. He noted .that the same situation could apply the 
, other way around: for example, what if another country in the area had access 

to nuclear, weapons but had not brought. them in? Ambassador Rabin said, continuing 

• the example, that if China said they had nuclear weapons for Egypt stored in mmm . 
China, he didn't know what the Israeli reaction would be. He hasn't given the * 
matter a great deal of thought.* He believed that "introduction" would require 
their physical presence in the area, j • 

General Hod asked if the term "introduction" had an accepted usage in inter- 
national law. Mr. Warnke replied that it had not. General Hod- said that 
throughout the world the experience was that introduction of a weapon could 
only mean after testing. You could not introduce a weapon until after it 
actually became a weapon. • J ' 

i • 

Ambassador Rabin asked: "Do you consider a nuclear weapon one that has not been 
tested, and has been done by a country without previous experience"? Mr. Warnke: 
"Certainly. China with a strategic: p&issile capability would be assumed to have 
nuclefcr weapons even had It not tested these weapons." Ambassador Rabin said: 
"Ail nuclear powers the United States, Russia, the United Kingdom, France," 
China have tested nuclear weapons. Do you really believe introduction comes 
before testing"? Mr. Schwartz said that what the Ambassador was talking about 
is reliability. ' Ambassador Rabin disagreed seylng that based on his experience 
with conventional weapons, he would not consider a weapon that had not been 
tested to be a weapon. /-.v 

Mr. Warnke asked whether, if the UAR had missiles with nuclear war heads but 
had not actually tested them, would Israel consider that the UAR had not introduced! 
nuclear weapons? He said that testing by other nuclear powers is very relevant j 
to a potential nuclear power if the latter is developing weapons based on existing j 
technology. 




4 . i;.Pas*. 





. - Ambassador Rabin said that, "weapons serve policy, not vice *ersa; Since, the • 
UAR's goal is to destroy us I would take it with very great, concern. . Our policy 

r * P^eral.'. Hoff.'observ'ed" that .a very* good exainple of 'introduction was when Efcypt 
. 5^trcftweai missiles; .ihtjo the Area" la 1963^ claiming they "were, capable.. of hitting 
a^thinjj "south of . Beirut"..' Ambassador Rabin said: "ify concern with' E&ypt isjwith 

"^^^p sales'" ^Ity 'cfremjcal yatfter $Han 7i^eifr*war~he^ Xo' fili'bur 

^i^ly. jfcp^ated. areas'," jeveh^ 'ijTa llmitedC wayi" It*.. coiilS. be disastrous", " '.' \ £*l 

- Mr Y. Warlike" said, as he understood It/ Ambassador Rabin applied: two prerequisites 
- *tp .the yord. "introduction" notoriety, and pre-testing"/ " . "I ! : - : 

ambassador Rabin / saying that "j don't' know what the Prime Minister said, but" 
there must be public acknowledgment. The purpose of nuclear weapons is not to 
use the veapon itself, but to use thelar deterrent power.. "I don't believe any 
powers that have nuclear weapons plan to use them, although you cannot ever be 
#ure." Hinety-nlne per cent* of their value is deterrence.' Mr »' Schwartz said: 
^3fou mean' deterrence" against governments, to deter governments from specific 
* actions." ^ Ambassador Rabin agreed: "The fact that you have got it must be known. 

Mr. Warnke said that the Ambassador also introduced the factor of intpnt: if 
,the UAR has missiles, Israel would be concerned; If Israel has' "them, there is no 
'jcaXiAe for concern. The purpose of strategic missiles for Israel would be for 
detierrence. ; 

. Ambassador Rabin said: "You are trying to combine strategic missiles and nuclear 
war heads. This is hot necessary in the Middle Bast. To »y"mind, in the Middle 
East, missiles with war' heads which are not nuclear weapons can play a role." 
Mr. Wairoke asked, "What sort of role"? Ambassador Rabin said: "It depends on thi 
other side. What we are concerned sbout in Egypt, is their chemical warfare 
capability. As I explained in 1963 when I was here, one of our thoughts was 
that Egyptian missiles, even with conventional war heads, might contribute to 
their .success if they made a surprise attack on our cities. They could interfere 
with the mobilization system under such circumstances, and this might play a ■ 
great role in determlng the outcome. Seventy per cent more or less of Army 
capability, although less for the Air Force, is based on mobilization, not just 
on manpower but vehicles, transport, supplies, and so forth. During the six day 
war we had. mobilized so much of the resources of our cities that we had to devote 
a portion of our military effort to resupplying the cities." 

General Hod observed that Egypt has sea borne (Styx) missiles with 35 mile ran^e 
and may have or may be receiving even more sophisticated missiles. Although 
these have a short range, they can be used sca-to-shore as well as sea-to-sca, 
and therefore can raise havoc with coastal cities such as TelAviv. 

Ambassador Rabin said that they had heard of a plan, although they could not fcnotf 
for certain, to sell to Jlgypt missile destroyers with missiles of about ICO miles 
range which, although normally sea-to-sea, could also be used sea-to-shore. 
Babin said Israel was worried that Egypt might launch 'sea borne missiles during 
the six day war, "but they did not dare to do this." Rabin said he also understand 





f-- • • J , : 

4 — w^ihat. 'there Jls. A- gamon ,ml6sUft v oa f th^RIrrlg^ now,. in Egypt that can hit the 
-j.^nier* .of. our. clfJSiT .^.erefpre, . we. lpcik ^t. missiles somewhat differently 
j . ^J^. ypyui I* A* aot_ nscessgry iff. ^ye jnA^eftr. war' heads on our missiles . There 



4 % .«*. -v.* 



**** 



's tfc yarnke said-.^Ifcen in your view, .an janadvertised, untested nuclear device 
i.AatfQt aauclear weapon. • .AmfeaiBj^or.Rabi^ that is correct. 11 

•dJ-bV: 3{arnke. :a^kedL. "What $bgut. .an atfyerti&ed. but; untested nuclear device or 

weapon/ Would that be" introduction?" Ambassador. Rabin said: "Yes, that would 
^T^"^troduat«ion.. w . Mr.. Varoke. sai&hct,. .would, ipfcerpr&t mere physical presence in 
vSbf'ireii as .constituting, in itself $ "ijtfrcduction". / 

; Mr. Wamke concluded the discussion by saying that he would talk with Mr. HoopeSj 
— ^that-we would- have cr Memorandum- of Understanding prepared within a few days 
. incorporating the provisions we have discussed, and that General Hod could in 
; the meantime meet with the Air Force to continue the technical discussions 
•* / .that we are at this tirae^prepared to go ahead with*.. , Mr. Warnke said that we 
1 .ought to continue these discussions so that we might try to arrive at seme 
i under standing between us as to tfie problems of missiles and nuclear weapons. 

At this time, with respect to "introduction? Mr. Warnke said there was not 
; much, clarity and no agreement . 
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MHJ. 011ANIXJM OF CONVERSATION 
I 



BUI TECT: Negotiations with larael - F-ifr an<J Advanced Weapons 



22 Noyenfcer 1$68 
(With Session) 



Participants: 



Israeli Side 



Ambassador of Israel, Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rabin 
Mini titer Shlomo Argov, Israeli Embassy 

Majpr General. Hod, Commander, Israeli Defense Force Air Force 
Brigadier General David Carman > Defense and Armed Forces Attache 
Hr.«J. Shapiro, Director, Ministry of Defense Mission, Hew York 

tfalted States Side 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Paul C- Vaynke ' 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schvarts 
Deputy Director, W13SA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murray 

Time; 17»K> - l8l5,*P2 Ncrvewbcr O.968 

Place: Assistant Secretary tfarnke'a Office, The Pentagon 

Amb assador Babin said that he had received his Government's reaction to the 
US-proposed l.lemorandum of Understanding (referring to the draft Memorandum 
. of Understanding sent to the Israeli Ercbassy on 19 November 1568). He said 
that there is a paragraph in that memorandum vbich looks to the Government 
of Israel as "quite awkward." ' Rabin said that the awkwardness vas "not * 
because of 3ts practical implications" but because of the way it is worded. 

Ambassador Jtebin read a portion of the parasraph in question: "It ic. under- 
stood by the Government of Israel that action contrary to any of the under- 
standings specified in paragraph II of this memorandum shall constitute 
•unusual and compelling circrostances 1 and shall peiznit the United States 
to recover any aircraft already delivered under this Agreement . n Rabin 
said that his Government could not accept that the United Stetes could ask 
for such Jxncufige. "There is no precedent. It creates something th&t I 
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don't believe that exists anywhere.*. .Rabin' B&ii '^€l^Ke^^e^d^h implied 
.that the United States considered Isrkcl "the. bad guy" and that it did not 
"believe the undertakings siade by the (tovefrnaent *fflTISr r a^l7"tffld therefore 

this paragraph was worded as it is. - • . 1 

1 • • • ' . 

rrr Kr * Warake toolriBsue with Ambassador Rabin's statement. Mr. Warakc said . 

v that he had talked with Mr. Clifford, and Mr. Clifford in turn with Mr. Rusk, 
—and the United States - Government- clearly" did not' put such a construction on 
'! this paragraph. The United States does believe the undertakings made by the 
j Ctoyemment of Israel . "I believe you and what you have said." It is quite 
. natural, however, that Ierael would look after it$ own national security re- 

* gulrcucnts.' 1% woul.d be understandable for Israel to enter into an F-h 
—agreement now an& later fecl-^compelled to change, its mipd for reasons existing 

at that tijne. It would not be unusual, in international], agreements for under- 
takings previously made to, prove improvident in the future. But the United 
I States for its part mist look after its own national security interests; if 
Israel wero to decide at some point * that it could not adhere to the provisions 
of the ^agreement, it would revert to status, quo ante. That is the purpose of 

• this paragraph. / : ■ 

• * * * 

; /ribassador Rabin said he [couldn't understand why, for example, the United 
States could ask in ten year's for these aircraft to be returned. Mr, Warnkc 
said! "Suppose you deliver nuclear weapons in these aircraft in ten years 
time? 11 : . . . -< ' 

• . 

Mr. Warlike said that 'what was put in the Memorandum of Understanding, after 
all, /represents only the summation of our discussions. Ambassador Rabin said 
that he bad not agreed to corcmitinents in the contract; he said that Israel 
had agreed to reaffirm its previous understandings that they would not lie 
the first to introduce nuclear weapons or carry nuclear weapons on IT.S*. air- 
craft. "Why do you want us to do this?" * 

Minister A rgoy said: "We feel we are on parole." The Israeli Government is 
giving assurances, said Argoy/ but the paragraph presumes we will not live ^ 
up to them. Ambassador Rabin said that it isn't the standard paragraph. 

M r. Wamke; disagreed that there was a "presumption 11 in the contract that* 
Israe] would not live up to its assurances. Mr. V/arnke also disagreed vfth 
.Ambassador Jtabin's statement that this wasn't a standard paragraph. " "l'here 
is no such thing as a standard contract." Each one varies. A past contract 
is not a binding precedent for future contracts. 

Ambas sador flabin j somevhat apologetically, said that his instructions were 
to follow the former wording.. Jle said also that, although he agreed with the 
form of the U.S. proposal (i.e., a n.smorandum of understanding), "my Government 
has bad second thoughts" and prefers the ce^e for/nat as in the Ckyhavk Agreement? 
"I ©end you a letter, you send rac'a letter." • 






r . Mr. Varnke observed that ve had tHe .fori of a Memorandum of Understanding 

-before^ in the Skyhawk Agreement.. Ambassador Rabin said he thought not. 
_ Minister ]^rgoy sai4/tbat y^s^Jat^ihe^time in 1965. gt th? Visit of Mr. Harrimn 
"^and Mr^Kmer^ there Vas ' a M^oraxtdua "of Understanding: "You participated in 
*4ts development Mr. Ambassador.* Ambassador Rabin agreed and said that that 
^yas t the Harrlma n Mi ssion ^ which jraa a^Jff^rcnt jnatter. 

' Ifcg* ffernke <^SQrved : that "that was^the'pojni ^e vas 't^ing to make: "there are 
"~^lfferent natter* and different circumstances that '"now exist. Mr. ; Varnke 
" Vaidj that he understood. that what Israel yanted noy wasn't a Memorandum of ' 
. ^der$tanding but w an exchange of .letters;" for this he had no instructions, 
-«[nd Would have to 'discuss the 'matter Vith Secretary Clifford. Mr. Varnke 
also asked the Ambassador vhether he had a letter to submit. The Ambassador 
~T>ass tf"hl5nhe Isf aSli' 'letter* (attKfched)*.- — ~ \ 

Mr.B Jivarta suggested thai? Ambassador Rabin not press the A-H analogy too 



Tar > that it consisted of a number of document s, not just an exchange of 
•lett ers, and. that It was negotiated under different circumstances . For 
''example, it 'contained an agreement that Israel would not come back to the 
TJnitcfd States for planes for five years. -v.* 



sra 



doneral Hod observed that the President, when Prime Minister Bshkol was here, 
was willing too/erlook the five year clause. Ambassador Rab in said that the 
. United States didn't say anymore that it would not be a major supplier; the 
formulation of the coramuniq.ue issued at the Ranch in 1963 was different from 
that of - 1965 . In 1965 it said that the United States would' not. be a major 
supplier; it did not* say that in 19^j but 'said instead that the United States 
• would keep Israel's defense requirement's under' review in light of the situation 
in the area. 

Mr* Warnke said that the Ambassador's remarks were not inconsistent with what 
Mr .'/Schvmrt'/. had just said. Mr. Schwartz said that the 19^5 precedent (of ' 
the Skyhavk) didn't apply. % 

\" m . 

M r. W arnke said he would discuss the latest Israeli proposal with Mr. C.Ufford. 
Mr. Warnke asked Ambassador Rabin if he wished to sign the letter. Rabin did. 

Ambassado r Rabin rfaid that there is a third problem, lie laughingly said that 
he asf4umcd ve would overcome the "technical difficulties" of getting a 
satisfactory agreement in an acceptable form* Rabin said: "Everyone has his 
own superiors." Rabin asked if -ve could proceed with the technical talks 
.while waiting to sort out the basic agreement. 



• 9 . 
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- ^y^ >7arnke t said -that the problem von f t arise a for* he " expects to respond to • 
/mbacaador Rah In the first o£ -next week."* General Hod "interjected that what-* 
h^nefedsHb ta F-h air- 

. ciraft emd its approximate cost, so that he can' draw" up a list of his specific 
rp^ujrewcjits for the USAP ; and they in turn may prepare a Letter^ of Offer. 

m „)fc r 'Murrey said tjiat he. .ypi]id' review this and call General Hod on the* telephone. 

t .1 g . i ^' - v". * • *" •" * ; " 
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?£ZZn& i( P* 26 November I968 

Refer to: 1-26196/68 



MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

SUBJECT: F-4 Negotiations with the Government of Israel 



On November 26 f Ambassador Rabin called me and reported that he had received 
-—my letter In reply to Ms 'letter requesting that the United States Govern- : 
ment sell 50 F-4 Phantoms to Israel. Ambassador Rabin sa^d that the letter 
posed no problems for htm e*copt for the reference to. the Interpretation of 
the United States Government as to what would constitute the Introduction of 
nuclear weapons by a Middle East power. 

Ambassador Rabin said that he understood- from our second conversation mat 
we would not Incorporate a definition of this term. I pointed out that this 
discussion had occurred In the context of an anticipated Memorandum of Under- 
standing, to be subscribed by both parties'; With a Memorandum of Understand- 
ing It would be necessary to arrive at an agreed- upon Interpretation and our 
conversation had made It clear that this was unlikely. I commented' further 
that the existence of such differences of opinion had, es I understood It, 
been the reason for hi* proposal of an exchange of letters In lieu of a 
Memorandum of Understanding. I also commented that, as Ambassador Rabin had 
noted In our last conference on Friday, neither of us was responsible for 
the content of the other's letter. 

I pointed out further that the Interpretation of the United States Government 
was not directed, exclusively at the circumstances under which Israel would 
be deemed to have Introduced nuclear weapons Into the Middle East but that 
It applied equally to the eventuality of such action by any other Middle 
Eastern power. In the. event that another Middle Eastern power should acquire 
possession and control of nuclear weapons then this would relieve the Govern- 
ment of Israel from the restrictions of Its announced policy. 

Ambassador Rabin said that he recognized that our position was equally ap- 
plicable to other Middle Eastern powers and' asked again If I thought this 
1 paragraph should remolo In the letter. I said that I did and Ambassador 
Rabin said "ill right. M 

In response to my question as to how the negotiations are proceeding, Ambas- 
sador Rabin sa/d that General Hod had <r»et yesterday with Mr. Schwartz and 
had presented a list of the Items desired In order that an appropriate 
letter of offer could be' prepared. \He also caunented that he might want to 
talk with me at the end of the week with regard to the delivery schedule. 
I said that I would ba free to see hf/n on Friday. 
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29 November 1968 
1-26232/68 



MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

• * 

SUBJECT: Negotiations with Israel - F-|t and U.S. Intelligence Requirements 



Participants: ; 



Israeli Side 



Ambassador of Israel, Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rabin 
Minister Shlomo Argov, Israeli Embassy 

Brigadier General David Cannon, Defense and Armed Forces Attache 

United States Side 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Paul C. Warnke 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), Harry H. Schwartz.. 

Deputy Director, NCSA Region (ISA), Robert J. Murray 

Time: I63O - 1730 ' 29 November 1968 

Place: Assistant Secretary Warlike 1 s Office, the Pentagon • 

Ambassador Rabin began by saying he had three, subjects to discuss. The 
first concerned the definition of "introduction* in Mr. Warnke* s letter to 
him of 27 November 1968. Rabin said "some people" in Israel are not happy 
-that the definition appears in the letter; they feel that it may imply that 
Israel accepts that definition, and that nothing in the correspondence makes 
It clear enough that Israel has its ovn definition. 

Mr. War nice said that he could not see any ambiguity in the situation. .The 
letter clearly states that this is the American definition and the last sentence 
was changed to preclude the construction that Israel agrees with it. 

Ambassador Bab in said that some people say that by failing to coira&ent on it, 
ve In fact accept It. Mr. Schwartz suggested that, in order properly to 
clarify that issue, Israel should write down its own definition. Ambassador 
Rabin said that he would have to send Mr. Warnke another letter. Mr. Warnke 
said: "I caa not of course stop you from sending me a letter." Ambassador 
Rabin laughingly replied: "Yes, I knorf, but I want, you to answer it." 
Mr. Warnke suggested that the Ambassador draft a letter to him and show It 
to him "and I'll tell you what iay response would be.* 1 Ambassador Rabin agreed. 
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Arbaasador Rabin said that the tecora problem concerned- publicity. The 
, t , Ambassador mentioned an article in today's Baltimore Sun and a recent Finney 
^article. Mr. Warnke said "that he" doubted that this vas recent Information. 
Ambassador Rabin said that publicity In this case should be different than 
In the A-k negotiations, in this case, it was public knowledge that F-k 
negotiations vers going on, as vas clear from the President's announcement. 
, The Anbassador said he was concerned about future leaks and that, while he , 
didn't want to give the numbers of aircraft involved, he would like to say 
something. The Ambassador said that, "political figures are Involved 91 and 
it wasn't fully under his control. 

Mr. Warnke said that the press knev already that negotiations were .underway, 
and that there really wasn't much more to be said that could satisfy them 
without giving the full details. Mr. .Warnke asked what the Israelis wanted 
to say. 

... Minister Argov * £aid that he gets three to four call's a day from the press, 
and he finds it difficult to keep repeating the same tHlng day after day. 
He would like to say a deal has been consumated. Mr. Warnke said that 
that would not be appropriate: no contract has been signed, no final arrange- 
ments made, and there cure a variety of loose ends to tidy up. Mr. Warnke 
i said that he would think about it and let the Ambassador knew. \ 

•• - . 

Mr. Schwartz asked If the requirement for publicity was in Israel. The 
Ambassador replied: "Not only in Israel, but also here." The Ambassador thought 
that if we could say that in principle a positive decision .had been taken, it 
would take the pressure off. Mr. Warnke said that this wasn't a problem for 
the Defense Department alone, that he would have to check with others including 
the White House, but that he would let the Ambassador know.- 

Ambassador Rabin next raised the problem of delivery of F-J* aircraft. The 
Ambassador said: ."We think we have Justified reasons for earlier deliveries. 
Six or eight or ten aircraft by the middle of 1969 should not be too much of 
a problem for the big U.S. Air Force." Rabin said that he had spoken with 
General McConnell who had said there are two problems, one Is the political . 
• and. the other is technical. Rabin said that McConnell is working on the 
technical problem, but the two were related ♦ "If a political decision can 
be made" said Rabin, "then this would help along the technical decision." 

Mr. Schwartz said that the Air Force was concerned about the technical 
difficulties of rapid introduction of this very sophisticated aircraft without 
adequate preparation. Mr. Schwartz said that the Air Force had had similar 
difficulties in Australia and Iran. Ambassador Rabin suggested that we not 
compare Israel vlth Australia and Iran. Israel has great technical capabilities . 
He noted that Israel was already flying the MIG aircraft without any assistance 
and without spare parts. 

Mr. Sc hwartz noted that Israel under this plan would be able to fly the 
aircraft, but could not maintain the electronics systems or use the weapons 
systems. Ambassador Rabin said: "You give them to us and we'll use the&" 
Rabin said that what vas wanted w^s "six to twelve" aircraft by mid-1969 • 
Rabin said he realised that there were so&e difference; between our intelligence 
people on numbers of Soviet aircraft, but even so, the numbers in the Arab 
inventory were large. Rabin noted that since the June war Israel had not 
received one additional supersonic aircraft although it had lost four or five. 




? .Ambassador Rabin said that £e~baf also raised ~the question of delivexy vitb 
General Wheeler. Ambassador Rabin said, In reference to General Wheeler , 
"what he had to say at the Ranch vas the znost favorable' from our point of view. 
Vhen I net him again In May 19&$, he (Wheeler) said Israel's situation depends 
~ba tvo things: if ve get the MIRAGEs, and the rate of Soviet shipments. n On 
-the first, said Rabin, "although ve don't like it, there is no sign" of 
delivery. On the % second, Soviet shipments (to the Arab states) have been 
^faster than expected. 

Mr. War nke said that he could not give an answer now but that he would lock 
into the problem. 

•* 

The Ambassador said he had a fourth problem. The fourth problem/ the 
Embassador said, concerns technical negotiations. He asked whether we could 
-now proceed to such negotiations? '— •■• • — ** • • - — 

Mr. Murray said that we were already doing this, that Generals Roth and Carrion 
fluid others act with the Air Force on Wednesday and that the Air Force was 
now in the process of arranging follow-on briefings. Mr. Murray said that 
It was our understanding that these negotiations were proceeding satisfactorily. 

general Carmon said that they had had useful discussions on Wednesday but that 
They had not obtained certain Information on weapons systems, mentioning 
specifically the Sparrow missile. Mr. Sfehwartz sdid the Air Force was 
authorized to dl^Lus with Israel all the systems that we are now prepared 
to release; that there* were certain systems which Israel could not have 
because they are not re leasable to anyone and were used only by the U.S. 
military forces, and? these of course the Air Force was not permitted to 
discuss; and 'there vas a third category of Items ve were prepared to talk 
al>out but for which no final decisions on releasabllity have been made. 
Mr. Murray said that we are prepared to continue these discussions and that 
the Air Force was now .preparing a briefing schedule tp this end. Mr. Warnke 
said that ve could not release full information on systems as to which ve had 
not taken a decision to release. He commented that it might not be in Israel's 
interest to push for immediate decisions on these unresolved Items. 

no serious problems In this connection 
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General Carmon agreed that there were 
at" this time." 
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/ MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

Jf ' SUBJECT: F-k Agreement 

m _P*rtlclp&nts: ' ; ... . 



Israeli Side 



Israel! Ambassador to the'u.S. - Ambassador Rabin 

Deputy Commander IAF * B/Generaf Peled 

Defense and Armed Force Attache -'B/General David Carmon 

• • . « • 

United States Side 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) - Paul C. Warnke 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (NESA) - Harry H. Schwartz . 

Deputy Director, Near East & South Asia Region, ISA - Robert J. Murray 

Time: I7IO-I.73O, 2ft December 1968 

Place: Assistant Secretary V/arnke f s Office, The Pentagon 



Ambassador Rabin said he had called to review the status of the F-4 
agreement. He said that the political side was finished with his exchange 
of letters with Mr. Warnke. The negotiations with Mr. Schwartz are also 
.tl.oJshed. Ambassador Rabin asked If they may start . tomorrow to develop a 
tetter of offer. Mr.. Schwartz said that they could. 

Ambassador Rabin said that the answer on financing had been given to 
Mr. Kuss; Israel would only take government credit. Rabin said: M lf someone 
asks why our reserves In the United States go down, this Is It. 11 General 
Carroon ye Id that the overall package would cost about $300 million. Some 
of this would be on credit with- the remainder a "dependable undertaking. 11 

Mr. Schwartz said he hod Just learned that Israel had decided to buy 
6 RF^fC aircraft now and, working with the company, have the engines changed 
to make It compatible with the F-4Es. General Peled confirmed that this was 
their decision* 






SENSITIVE 




Ambassador Rabin said there wds still one problem:, early deliveries. 
Mr. Warnke said thatTwe had done our work and sent the facts to the 
. President. He said that the decision rests with the White House. Ambassador 
j Rabin observed that there were two aspects: political and technical. 
/ He said the President would of course decide the political. He a'sked, 

however, whether Mr. Varnke could tell him whether early del I varies were 
) possible on the technical side. Mr, Warnke said anything was possible; 

' It was a question of whether It was desirable. 

" 'General Peled said that he had talked with everyone he could "irTthe 

Air Force about how the IAF would handle early deliveries. He complained 
that the USAF people wouJd not engage him In a discussion — they Just 
listened. Peled asked whether we thought he had been convincing. Mr. 
Warnke said he did not appear to* have convinced the Air Force. He said 
that whlle'General Peled's sincerity J n pleading his case w£s not at all 
doubted, It was a difference of professional judgment. General Peled 

asked If he may talk further with the AIr Force .people. Mr. Warnke replied 

^ — % that he could and that General Larson was the man to talk to. Mr.* Warnke 
said that It would be the President who made the decision^ In any case. 

General Carmon suggested that a draft letter of offer be completed 
for General Peled to take back to Israel with him. Israel' couJd then 
make decisions and 'these decisions could bo communicated to the United 
States after the holidays. Mr. Warnke agreed'. 

I J 

Ambassador Rabin raised the quest ton of publicity and said, somewhat 
unhappily! that he presumed that we wanted to continue to say the same 
thing as before. Mr. Warnke said yes.. We would say only that negotiations * 
we're, continuing. Mr. Schwartz suggested this was a matter primarily for 
™the 'Department of State. . 

Ambassador R abin asked Mr. Warnke If he would like to sign the agreement 
In Israel. Mr. Warnke said he would llko to very much but was not sure he 
would be able to do so. 



Prepared by: 
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J EMBASSY OF ISRAEL 
, WASHINGTON, D y C. 




Dear Mr. li/arnke: 



22 Npvember 1968 



; In accordance with the memorandum of Understanding 

7 dated march 10, 1965, in which the Government of the 
•'.United States reaffirmed its concern fojr the maintenance 
of Israel's security and renewed its assurance that the 
United States firmly opposes aggression in the Near. Cast 
and remains committed to the independence and integrity 
of Israel, and; 

Pursuant to the joint* statement of Danuary 7, 1968 
by the President of the United States and the Prime 

* . minister of Israel in uihich. 11 the President agreed to 

keep Israel's military defense capability under active 
•. and sympathetic examination and review in. the light of 

all relevant factors, including the shipment of military 
.equipment by others to the area"; 

I should like* to request hereby that the Government 
of the United States sell to the Government of Israel ^ 
50 "Phantom" aircraft, together u/ith related armament, 
. ammunition, training, spare, parts and other services to . 
be specified in Annexes, which will be considered an 

• .integral part of thiB agreement. 



On its part the Government of Israel reaffirms its 
long-standing policy as laid down in the Memorandum of 
Understanding of March 10^1965, that it will not bo the 
• /first power in the Middle East to Introduce nuclocr 
weapons and agrees not to use any aircraft supplied by 
the U.S. as a nuclear weapons carrier* 

The Government of Israel understands, that the United 
.* States reserves" the right, under unusual and compelling 
^'circumstances when the beet interest of the U.S. requires 
, it, to cancel all or part of its commitment to provide'. 
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F-4 aircraft and related equipment and services, at any 
time prior to the delivery of these defense articles or 
performance of these services* . The Government of Israel 
...further understands that the United States accepts the 
* responsibility for all costs directly resulting from such 
cancellation* t \ 

The Government of Israel agrees to full secrecy on 
all matters concerning this sale until the Government of 

. the United Statee decides* to make the matter public and 
will cooperate fully u/ith the Government of the United 
Statee u/ith respect to the timing and method of public 

: disclosure.. 



Sincerely voure, 
era 

.Ambassador 



Ltx/Genoral Y* Rabin 



The Honorably. ** m 
Paul C. ll/arrike 

Aes't Secretary of Defense 
" The Pontagon 

,lliaehington # D.C. 
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' His Excellency 

Lieutenant General Yitzhak Rabin 

Ambassador of Israel 
. 2916 Chesapeake Street, N.W, 

Washington, D. C. 20008 

* • • 

Dear Mr. Ambassador: c 

This will acknowledge and respond to your letter of 22 November 1968, 
requesting on behalf of the Government of Israel that the United States 
.sell to the Government of Israel fifty Phantom aircraft and related 
equipment and training. The Government of the United States agrees. to 
sell to the Government of Israel fifty Phantom aircraft and related 
equipment and services In accordance with this exchange of letters and 
m technical and financial annexes to be negotiated separately. This trans- 
ection Is subject to the provisions of the Foreign Military Sales Act 
and the Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement of July 23, 1952. 

The United States Government, for Its part, accepts the assurances given 
' by the Government of Israel as stated In your [letter: 

i 

"On Its part the Government of Israel reaffirms Its long- 
standing policy as laid down In the Memorandum of Understanding 
of' March 10, 1965, that It will not be the first power. In the 
: Middle East to Introduce nuclear weapons and agrees not to use 
.any aircraft supplied by the United States as a nuclear weapons 
. carrier. 11 ... * ' . * - • 

In this connection, I have made' clear the position of the United States . 
Government that the physical possession* and cpntrol of nuclear arms by 
a Middle Eastern paver would be deemed to constitute the Introduction of 
nuclear" weapons, 

I wish also to confirm the understanding of the Government of Israel as 
set forth In the fifth paragraph of your letter of 22 November 1968. 
Such unusual and compelling circumstances v/ould exist In the event of 
action Inconsistent with your policy and agreement as set forth In your 
letter. 

The agreement contained In the last paragraph of you* letter concerning 
the secrecy of this undertaking Is satisfactory to us. • 




